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ABSTRACT  
   
Knowledge Management Systems have been actively promoted for decades within 
organizations but have frequently failed to be used.  Recently, deployments of enterprise 
social networking platforms used for knowledge management have become 
commonplace.  These platforms help harness the knowledge of workers by serving as 
repositories of knowledge as well as directories of knowledge holders.  As with prior 
systems, a key challenge faced by organizations is how to initiate and maintain a 
minimum level of knowledge contributions.  Existing IS literature on the causes of 
knowledge contributions shows conflicting findings.  This work suggests that human 
factors, social networking platform technology and community factors, and environments 
internal to organizations are each necessary for understanding the causes of knowledge 
contributions.  This work presents three studies that: 1) develop a framework for the 
analysis of knowledge contributions via social networking platforms, 2) demonstrate the 
impacts of different incentives and managerial controls, and 3) extend our understanding 
of group-level influences within organizations.  With a better understanding of what 
drives knowledge contributions in a social networking platform used in organizations, we 
are better prepared as researchers to engage in research that reduces inconsistencies in the 
knowledge management literature, as well as more able to assist practitioners in 
designing optimal conditions for knowledge sharing within organizations.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
In the latter half of the first decade of the 21
st
 century a new set of technologies described 
with terms such as Web 2.0 and social media emerged and quickly became commonplace 
among Internet users.  Companies like Twitter and Facebook were well on their way to 
amassing user bases larger than many countries in the world.  In addition to the more 
famous websites there were also new sites coming online daily that supplied a service 
coupled with social features.  Although it wasn't clear how social features might be useful 
in business, many organizations adopted social networking platforms.  Many businesses 
as well as researchers were curious to discover how these platforms with their social 
features would ultimately be used.  
In 2009 a Senior Director from Cisco manager named Harbrinder Kang visited 
Arizona State University and delivered a talk in which he discussed a novel way social 
technologies were being used in his firm.  He had been part of deploying an internal 
video-sharing website that was similar to the public site called YouTube.  The Cisco site 
was released without advertisement and its availability spread by word of mouth.  Within 
six months this website attracted over 10,000 contributions and 8,000 of those 
contributions were work-related.  The success of Cisco's website demonstrated in 
dramatic fashion that employees could without compulsion use social networking 
technologies to do things that had a positive effect on business.  It also showed that 
employees have considerable amounts of knowledge that could be shared by using a 
social technology.  The idea that social technologies could be vehicles for knowledge 
sharing became a central idea that guided the research contained in this work. 
Knowledge management has been the subject of great interest for many decades, not 
only for its possibilities, but because of the challenges organizations have had in 
harnessing its potential.  The renowned business writer Peter Drucker (1999) has said 
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“The most important, and indeed the truly unique, contribution of management in the 20th 
Century was the fifty-fold increase in productivity of the MANUAL WORKER in 
manufacturing.  The most import contribution management needs to make in the 21
st
 
Century is similarly to increase the productivity of KNOWLEDGE WORK and the 
KNOWLEDGE WORKER” (p 135).  This suggests that significant competitive 
advantage will come to firms that can best manage the knowledge of their workers, and it 
is unlikely that this can be done without IT.  In modern firms employees are often 
distributed throughout the world, and knowledge management cannot take place without 
the various forms of IT that would enable its creation, storage, transfer, and application 
(Alavi and Leidner 2001).  Unfortunately, decades of attempts to use IT to manage 
knowledge have fallen short of their potential.  A common occurrence with knowledge 
management systems is reflected in the statement “…successful knowledge networks 
represent the occasional island dotting a sea of failures.  While many organizations are 
eager adopters of knowledge network systems, individual users frequently abandon them, 
leaving a trail of million-dollar paperweights.” (Bush and Tiwana 2005, p 67).  
The historical lack of successful knowledge management systems contrasts strikingly 
with the current success of public social networking sites with accounts that number in 
the billions.  I was interested to find out how well these technologies were working when 
used privately such as at Cisco and began speaking to many social networking website 
managers at large firms and found that although they were encouraged by the amount of 
voluntary knowledge sharing they were witnessing, they felt that there was far less than 
they hoped for.  The research questions that became the basis for this dissertation are: 1. 
What drives knowledge contribution levels in a social networking platform used in an 
organizational setting? and 2. How can organizations intervene to increase knowledge 
contributions in their social networking platforms?  In analyzing these questions I 
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develop a framework for knowledge contributions based on existing literature and 
conduct two empirical studies that examine key influences that drive knowledge 
contributions in an organizational setting.  This dissertation makes important 
contributions to the literature base by proposing a solution to the mixed findings that 
characterize much of the work on knowledge sharing and providing evidence of several 
theoretically supported factors that drive knowledge sharing levels.  More specifically, 
this dissertation contributes to the literature base as follows.  First, it shows that few 
factors identified as drivers of knowledge contributions are verified in other studies, and 
when they are tested more than once they predominantly show mixed findings.  By 
creating a framework for the study of knowledge contribution drivers I identify the key 
classes of factors that need to be considered in future studies and provide guidance on 
how to conduct research that will avoid the problem of omitted variables.  Second, this 
dissertation shows that motivational drivers that drive knowledge sharing in social 
networking platforms are comprised of several types that interact in ways that are critical 
for community managers to understand and manage.  Specifically I show that financial 
incentives, social incentives, and managerial controls will each have important 
consequences for knowledge sharing outcomes.  Finally, I demonstrate the influence that 
work-related groups have on individual choices related to knowledge sharing.  
Characteristics of groups such as their community type, primary knowledge process, 
privacy level, and tie strength have important direct and interacting effects on knowledge 
sharing outcomes.  The group effects are further influenced by individual effects related 
to identity presentation. 
The first study opens the study of knowledge sharing in work-related social 
networking platform by examining the current literature base related to knowledge 
sharing.  In it the empirical studies related to knowledge contributions are identified in 
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the top 12 IS journals and their findings are evaluated.  Over 2,000 articles are screened 
until 34 relevant empirical articles are identified.   Within these empirical articles 116 
different factors are discovered to have been evaluated.  An important insight made in 
evaluating these factors is that only a minority of these factors have been verified in more 
than one study, and whenever any factor is tested in more than one setting the result is 
inconsistent in over 70% of the cases.  I construct a framework and identify the three 
major categories of factors that must be controlled for in any study related to knowledge 
contributions in a knowledge management system and note that most studies lack one or 
more of these categories of factors.  This research contributes to the literature base in 
several ways.  First, it calls attention to over 70 factors that have never been verified in 
additional studies and that will likely exhibit inconsistent results if prior research is any 
indication.  Second, it calls attention to 21 factors that have already exhibited mixed 
results and which need to be more carefully evaluated.  Lastly, this study identifies the 
categories of factories that will need to be considered in future studies to control for the 
effect of omitted variables that is likely driving previous inconsistent results.  This study 
provides clear guidance for future researchers looking to conduct research on knowledge 
contributions based on new or existing factors.  It also clarifies and organizes the relevant 
factors that will affect knowledge contributions in a system such as a social networking 
platform. 
The first study identifies the types of factors that need to be controlled for in future 
empirical studies and highlights areas in which further research needs to be conducted.  
One particularly problematic area that was identified in the existing literature base is the 
effect of financial incentives.  Using this guidance, the second study looks at a specific 
problem that many organizations have identified and it is how to get sales people to 
contribute to social networking platforms.  This study examines how two types of 
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incentives (social and economic) and two common types of managerial controls 
(supportive and policing moderators) interact to produce different levels of knowledge 
sharing among salaried and piece-rate workers in a multi-task setting.  To understand the 
impacts of these factors on workers, an experiment involving 850 subjects was 
conducted.  Contrary to the findings from previous studies and the predictions from 
Crowding Effects Theory, my results show that low-level financial incentives increase 
knowledge sharing: even in situations where it is economically disadvantageous overall 
for the individual to do so.  Surprisingly, and again contrary to the predictions from 
Crowding Effects Theory, social incentives were found to increase knowledge sharing, 
but only among piece-rate workers who were paid for knowledge sharing.  Contrary to 
Organizational Control Theory, my results show that there is no difference between the 
effects of supportive and policing moderators, and no impact of human moderators unless 
workers are paid for knowledge contributions and have a social incentive to make 
knowledge contributions.   The implications of these findings for both theory and practice 
are discussed.  My experiment also examined the impact of incentives and managerial 
controls for knowledge sharing on the level of output for assigned (non knowledge 
sharing) work tasks.  As was expected, social incentives were found to decrease the level 
of output for assigned tasks, and the output level of piece-rate workers exceeded the 
output level of salaried workers. 
In my third study I look closer at granular elements of organizations that are 
suggested to be more powerful than general organizational elements at driving individual 
behavior.  Previous research on individual knowledge contributions in organizational 
settings has heavily emphasized individual factors and organization-level factors, but 
scarce research exists on the influence of group-level factors within organizations.  In this 
study group-level and individual factors are argued to be important determinants of 
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individual knowledge contributions.  The group-level factors examined are tie strength, 
knowledge process type, practice type, and accessibility.  An individual factor known as 
identity presentation and based on identity theory is also examined.  Study hypotheses 
were tested using three years of observations of over 300 groups in a social networking 
platform used by an international academic association.  Individuals are shown to share 
more knowledge when they participate in groups that are organized for knowledge 
creation purposes rather than knowledge transfer purposes, but other group factors such 
as tie strength, privacy, and age have conditional effects based on the purpose a group is 
organized for.  This study makes several contributions to research.  First, it demonstrates 
that the kind of task groups are involved in is a critical differentiator of knowledge 
contributions levels for individuals who participate in more than one group.  It also 
demonstrates that the type of work practice (network of practice vs. community of 
practice) of a group will determine whether that group responds favorably or poorly to 
contextual factors such as the number of contributors or the length of time the group has 
been open.  Finally, this study develops a measure for multiplexity-based tie strength that 
can be used in any study of online communities. 
The remainder of this dissertation is organized as follows.  The following chapter 
reviews the literature on knowledge sharing, online communities, and groups relevant to 
individual choices for making knowledge contributions in a work-related social 
networking platform.  The second chapter considers organization-level motivators that 
drive knowledge contributions, and the third chapter primarily examines group-level 
factors within organizations that drive knowledge contributions.  The last section of the 
dissertation discusses the chapters collectively and draws conclusions about the drivers of 
knowledge contributions in a work-related social networking platform. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review  
2.1.  Introduction 
Knowledge management and knowledge management systems have been frequent topics 
in both academic and professional circles for decades. Going back 21 years in the top 12 
IS journals listed on the Association for Information Systems website, there are over 200 
articles that address knowledge management or knowledge management systems.  The 
effort put into knowledge research is justified by perspectives such as the knowledge-
based view of the firm, which asserts that knowledge is key to competitive advantage and 
superior corporate performance (Grant, 1996).  Research on knowledge management and 
knowledge management systems is valuable to any organization that wishes to be more 
productive with its current resources and to create new opportunities through creative 
combinations of knowledge.   
Businesses that seek competitive advantages through knowledge management 
systems commonly do it as a top-down initiative in which management mandates the 
deployment of a system that they hope will get used.  Despite numerous efforts made by 
academics and practitioners to understand and create successful knowledge management 
systems, there are still significant challenges in this space.  In discussing a particular type 
of knowledge management system, a pair of authors poignantly state: “Unfortunately, 
however, successful knowledge networks represent the occasional island dotting a sea of 
failures.  While many organizations are eager adopters of knowledge network systems, 
individual users frequently abandon them, leaving a trail of million-dollar paperweights 
(Bush and Tiwana 2005, p67).”  This sea of under-utilized knowledge management 
systems is widely visible across all types of organizations and it is not clear why 
successful use is so elusive. 
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While organizationally-sponsored knowledge management systems have struggled to 
achieve their potential, publicly accessible systems that have characteristics similar to 
knowledge management systems have blossomed.  Social networking platforms (SNPs) 
such as Facebook, Bebo, and Twitter have exploded in public use, with current estimates 
indicating that there are over 10 billion social networking accounts and over 4.5 billion 
active accounts (Portet, 2011).  These sites not only allow general communication related 
to socializing, but also enable the management of knowledge through features like 
document sharing, wikis, and forums.  The fact that these sites are used with such 
enthusiasm and that they support knowledge management suggests that they could solve 
the long standing challenge organizations have had with the use of knowledge 
management systems.  
In popular social networking platforms people discuss almost every conceivable topic 
ranging from farming to finance to software engineering.  Seeing the potential of such 
platforms for knowledge management within organizations, many have rushed to adopt 
them (Cone, 2007).  Simultaneously some of the biggest names in software, including 
Microsoft, Google, IBM, and Novell, have created software products in this space (Perez, 
2011).  Nevertheless, in my own interaction with online community managers at 
organizations such as Wachovia, Deloitte, and the American Accounting Association, I 
found that although they enjoyed some levels of success that likely exceeded that of 
previous platforms, the systems were still underutilized by employees.  Thus, the long-
standing issue of how to get employees to use knowledge management systems remains.  
We need research to help us understand why social networking platforms perform well in 
social environments, but have limited success within organizations. 
Use of a knowledge management system involves two key activities: production of 
knowledge and consumption of knowledge.  Without a sufficient and current set of 
  9 
knowledge, a system is unlikely to provide enough value to make consumption 
worthwhile.  It is therefore critical to understand what would encourage or inhibit 
someone from sharing knowledge in a system.  This research seeks to address the 
problem of knowledge sharing in organizations via social networking platforms by 
identifying and examining the influences involved with knowledge sharing choices in an 
organizational context.  This research suggests that the knowledge sharing choices in 
such a context via a social networking platform are different in several ways from those 
in the public context.  Although knowledge sharing in a social networking platform 
happens spontaneously in the public space, knowledge sharing in private, organization-
bound sites may be subject to additional factors that produce different results.  As 
organizations strive to be successful with their deployments of social networking 
platforms, they need to know what they can do to manage the knowledge sharing process 
effectively.  To gain further insight into how organizations can intervene to drive 
knowledge sharing in organizations using social networking platforms, this article 
presents a framework for the analysis of knowledge sharing via social networking 
platforms.   
2.2.  Research Background  
2.2.1. Knowledge Management Systems 
Knowledge management systems (KMS) are the broad class of information systems by 
which knowledge is created, stored, retrieved, transferred, and applied (Alavi and Leidner 
2001).  Because of the diverse purposes for which KMS are created, no single technology 
exists which accounts for all knowledge management needs.  Studies of KMS normally 
focus on a single process, such as knowledge transfer, and in any given study emphasize 
a single technology to explore that process, such as groupware, online forums, or 
knowledge repositories.  For example, a study on knowledge creation using IT might 
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highlight visual tools as technology factors, while a study of knowledge retrieval might 
emphasize features of search tools, and yet another study on knowledge transfer might 
emphasize the role of social features such as personal profiles.  Although there are some 
factors, such as usability, that apply to all knowledge sharing technologies, many factors 
will apply only to a specific process and technology.  Most important, what is missing in 
the literature is a comprehensive framework that shows how different factors interact to 
influence the use of a KMS.  This paper presents such a framework. 
In recent years, the process of knowledge sharing has been investigated using two 
classes of technology, referred to as repository or network technologies (Hansen et al. 
1999).  Repository technologies are used to codify knowledge collected from individuals 
and put them in knowledge stores, such as a best practices database.  Examples of 
repository technologies are Lotus Notes and shared document repositories.  This 
approach reflects a philosophy that knowledge can be extracted from an individual and 
effectively recorded and disseminated in written form.  A network approach refers to 
connecting people using tools such as online directories.  The philosophy behind this 
approach is that once people find each other they can exchange knowledge through 
whatever medium (online or offline) is most effective.  Both explicit knowledge and tacit 
knowledge (that may be difficult to convey in written form) may be exchanged using a 
network approach.  Examples of network technologies for knowledge sharing are 
knowledge directories that provide the location of people with appropriate expertise, and 
electronic forum software that facilitates communication in communities of practice 
(Kankanhalli et al. 2005).   
 Substantial research efforts have gone into understanding what drives knowledge 
sharing in contexts that are characterized as either repository models or network models.  
Research on repository models has highlighted the importance of factors such as extrinsic 
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and intrinsic motivators (Kankanhalli et. al 2005), while research on network models has 
highlighted factors such as social capital and identity verification (Wasko and Faraj 2005, 
Ma and Agarwal 2007).  In light of these independent streams of research, it is interesting 
to consider the social networking platform use within organizations. Are social 
networking platforms knowledge repositories, are they network technologies (in the 
knowledge management sense) that are more like knowledge forums, or are they a hybrid 
of the two?  
Table 1 presents the features that make up social networking platforms in a business 
setting and shows how these features map to knowledge management approaches.  
Minimum Features for a social networking site are ones that must be present in order for 
a set of software to be considered a social networking platform.  Minimum features are 
expected to include repository-like features such as document sharing, as well as 
network-like features such as user profiles and discussion forums (Drakos 2007).  
Superior Features are optional features for inclusion in a social networking platform that 
have become nearly standard features in recent years.  Superior features include 
repository-like features like wikis and blogs, and also network features such as people 
search/expertise location (Drakos 2007).  The split of platform features by knowledge 
model type highlights the fact that both repository-based and network-based features 
contribute to understanding knowledge sharing behavior in a social networking platform 
in an organizational setting.  The features not given a knowledge management 
classification do not relate to a knowledge process specifically. 
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Table 1 Features of Business-Oriented Social Networking Platforms 
Features  
(Source: Drakos 2007) 
Knowledge Management Classification 
Minimum Features Repository Feature? Network Feature? 
Membership Management 
Access Controls 
User profiles 
Shared workspaces 
Document sharing 
Discussion forums 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
X 
Super Features 
  
Task allocation 
Task tracking 
Workflow 
Basic project management 
Wikis 
Blogs 
Social tags 
Social bookmarks 
Social network analysis 
Calendar integration 
Social network visualization 
Content feeds 
People search 
Team decision support 
Content Rating 
Reputation management 
Alerting 
 
 
 
 
X 
X 
X 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
X 
 
2.2.2.  Review of Knowledge Sharing Literature 
In order to guide a research agenda investigating how knowledge sharing works in social 
networking platforms, a literature review was conducted and a framework developed.  
The literature review began with the top 12 IS journals listed on the Association for 
Information Systems’ website, aisnet.org.  In each of these journals, articles of interest 
were identified by searching for the following keywords in titles, abstracts, and keyword 
lists: knowledge, community, communities, network, forum, social, team, and group. The 
time frame of the articles was the complete set of available digital content for each 
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journal, which ranged from 10 to 21 years.  Over 2,000 articles were identified and their 
abstracts and bodies were skimmed to identify articles that explored the causes of 
knowledge sharing with and without the use of an information system.  Typical articles 
that were excluded focused on unrelated topics such as how knowledge impacts 
productivity or how to determine optimum investment in knowledge workers.  
Qualitative studies such as case studies were also excluded. 
Scanning the 2,000 articles identified in the first step yielded approximately 170 
articles which were marked for more careful inspection.  An examination of these articles 
and additional articles referenced in them yielded a total of 35 empirical articles (see 
Appendix B) that highlight the factors associated with knowledge sharing, while the 
remaining articles did not and were excluded from further analysis.  A summary of the 
findings from the 35 articles appears in Table 2.  Appendix A provides more detailed 
information about the definition and impact of each factor that was studied in each article 
and indicates the categories of factors that were controlled for.  In Table 2 the first 
column contains the name of factors used in the empirical studies.  The second column 
shows whether the factor in a particular study was positive (+), negative (-), or non-
significant (NS) in its relationship to a dependent variable that quantified knowledge 
sharing.  Multiple entries in a findings cell are a result of a factor being tested in more 
than one study.  The third column shows, in cases where a factor is examined in two or 
more studies, whether the results were conflicting.  The final column classifies the factor 
into one of three categories: organizational (O), platform (P), or human (H).  
Organizational factors are ones that exist only in the context of an organization.  Human 
factors are those that relate to an individual or relationships among individuals.  Platform 
factors include features of the technology as well as characteristics that are unique to 
online communities.  Technology features in a platform include KMS features. This 
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definition of a platform which includes more than just technology features helps to 
distinguish general human factors from those that only exist in the context of an online 
communication platform.   
Several observations from this survey of the literature are worth highlighting.  First, 
there are well over 100 factors that have been examined, and most of them have only 
been tested once.  Researchers working on knowledge sharing problems are faced with a 
daunting array of choices when conducting studies in this area.  Second, of the 31 factors 
that were tested in multiple studies, only nine of them resulted in significant and 
consistent results across studies. The other 22 factors involved five cases of non-
significant results and 17 cases of inconsistent findings.  We would expect to see more 
consistency among the results of studies that are designed carefully, and we also would 
expect that factors chosen for strong theoretical reasons would not result in high rates of 
non-significance.  The overall low level of agreement among results for factors that were 
tested in more than one study raises the possibility that the other factors that were tested 
in only one study may also yield inconsistent results if tested again in different studies.  
The complexity of the results from this literature review further underscores the need for 
an organizing structure to make the future study of knowledge sharing in social 
networking platforms more tractable. 
Table 2 Factors Used to Explain Knowledge Sharing Levels in 35 Empirical 
Studies 
Factor Findings 
Conflicting 
Results? 
Factor 
Type 
Ad-hoc group +  H 
Advancement +  O 
Affiliation +  O 
Age N  H 
Anonymity ++ No P 
Arduous Relationship -  H 
Attitude +N Yes P 
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Attitude toward knowledge sharing ++ No H 
Attribution of blame -  H 
Availability and easy access to technologies +  P 
Centrality +  P 
Codification Effort N-+ Yes H 
Codification Effort * Generalized Trust -  H 
Collaborative links between individuals +  H 
Commitment N  H 
Community Size +  P 
Community-related outcome expectations N+ Yes H 
Confirmation +  H 
Contribution Attitude +  H 
Contribution Belief +  H 
Contribution Intention +  H 
Conversational Interactivity +  P 
Critical Confederates +  H 
Cross-thread Connectivity +  P 
Deep Profiling N  P 
Dehumanization -  H 
Diffusion of Responsibility -  O 
Dyadic Norms +  H 
Dyadic Norm*Dyadic Incentive +  H,O 
Economy-based Trust +  H 
Enjoyment in Helping Others +++N Yes H 
Evaluation Apprehension -  H 
Expertise -  H 
Extreme Participation Inequality -  P 
Extrinsic Reward +++++-
NNNN 
Yes O 
Facilitating Conditions ++ No O 
Fairness +  O 
Freq. Interaction w/ Co-workers +  O 
Gender NN Yes H 
Generalized Trust +N Yes O 
Generalized Trust*Codification Effort -  H,O 
Group Dispersion -  P 
Group Identification NN Yes H 
Group Incentives +  O 
Group Size -  P 
Habit +  H 
Identification +N Yes O 
Identification*Organizational Reward +  O 
Image N  O 
Information-Based Trust +  H 
Innovativeness +  O 
Intention to Share Knowledge +  H 
Intrinsic Motivation ++ No H 
IT Infrastructure Quality N  P 
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IT Support +  P 
Knowledge Reuse +  O 
Knowledge Self-efficacy ++ No O 
Knowledge Sharing Self-efficacy +  H 
Knowledge Sourcing +  H 
Level +  O 
Level of Computer Support N  P 
Level of Offline Interaction +  H 
Loss of Knowledge Power N  O 
Managerial Influence ++++NN Yes O 
Massive Communication -  P 
Medium Group Size -  P 
Mutual Influence +  O 
Mutual Trust +  O 
No Loss of Power +  O 
Offline Activity +N Yes H 
Organizational Climate ++ No O 
Organizational Reward*Identification +  O 
Other-Oriented Motives -  H 
Perceived Ease of Use NNN Yes P 
Perceived Expertise +N Yes H 
Perceived Identity Verification +  H 
Perceived Knowledge Quality -  P 
Perceived Usefulness ++ No P 
Persistent Labeling  N  P 
Personal Outcome Expectations ++NN Yes H 
Project Performance N  O 
Pro-sharing Norms ++N Yes O 
Pro-sharing Norms*Reciprocity -  O 
Prosocial Orientation +  H 
Public-service +  H 
Reciprocal Benefits +  O 
Reciprocal Relationships +  H 
Reciprocity +-NNN Yes H 
Reciprocity*Prosharing Norms -  H 
Restrictiveness -  O 
Same Firm +  H 
Same Region +  H 
Satisfaction +  P 
Self-Presentation +  P 
Self-rated Expertise N  H 
Self-service N  H 
Self-worth +  O 
Shared Language N  H 
Shared Understanding +- Yes H 
Social Interaction Ties +  H 
Social Isolates ++ No H 
Social Relationship +  H 
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Systematic Quality Feedback System +  P 
Team Dispersion -  H 
Team Size -  H 
Tenure ++N Yes O 
Tenure +N Yes P 
Tenure in the field +  O 
Transactive Memory System +  H 
Transparency +  O 
Trust +N Yes H 
Usefulness +N Yes P 
User Commitment +N Yes O 
User Motivation ++ No H,O 
Validation Duration -  O 
Virtual Copresence +  P 
Note: A single finding related to knowledge contributions is marked as positively 
associated (+),negatively associated (-), or not significant (N).  Multiple entries 
indicate multiple studies. 
 
2.3.  Research Framework 
To guide future research and to help make sense of that which has been done I present the 
conceptual research framework shown in Figure 1, which contains the following 
concepts: knowledge sharing, organization factors, platform factors, and human factors. 
This figure highlights the major influences that affect knowledge sharing levels in a 
social networking platform used in an organizational setting.  At the center of the figure 
is knowledge sharing.  Knowledge sharing is an activity that is influenced by several 
classes of interrelated factors.  Organization factors represent influences in the workplace 
that affect levels of knowledge sharing, including financial incentives, behavioral norms, 
and job roles.  Platform factors represent both the technology features of a social 
networking platform and virtual community contextual features such as group size and 
member proximity.  Lastly, human factors are those that encompass individual factors as 
well as social relations among people and include items such as intrinsic motivation and 
shared language. 
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Each of the factors in this framework is present simultaneously and can be a major 
driver or inhibitor of knowledge sharing.  However, Appendix A shows that most prior 
research only investigates one or two categories of factors at a time.  In any type of 
research, omitted variables are a serious issue, and in this case may have contributed to 
the lack of agreement among studies.  The following sections give an overview of the 
framework and provide guidance for researchers to formulate their future research 
models. 
Figure 1 Factors Used to Explain Knowledge Sharing Levels in 35 Empirical 
Studies 
 
2.3.1.  Organization Factors 
An organization’s internal environment is a key foundational influence underlying 
knowledge sharing levels.  Organizations select and purposefully deploy platforms to use 
in their organizations because they want knowledge assets shared that are specific to their 
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businesses.  Employees using their firm’s SNP will experience a myriad of influences 
that are not present when using a public SNP.  For example, organizational users often 
are provided training in the use of the technology, influenced by organizational norms 
regarding its use, and rewarded for using it.  User roles and power differentials among 
employees can influence how people feel about sharing because their knowledge is 
subject to critique from managers who can make long term employment decisions based 
on the quality of that knowledge.  A request for knowledge from a superior carries 
different weight than would a request from someone for whom you do not work.  Also, 
organizational controls in the form of use policies and managers of contributed content 
will impact how people perceive the context in which they are contributing. 
Prior research on organizational factors that determine knowledge sharing levels has 
produced inconsistent findings.  This research framework suggests that controlling for 
platform and human factors could be critical to achieving reliable results in future studies.  
Organizational factors exhibiting mixed results across studies include extrinsic rewards, 
generalized trust, identification, managerial influence, pro-sharing norms, tenure, and 
user commitment.  One interesting area for social networking platform research  is 
extrinsic motivation, because financial motivation is ultimately why people perform work 
and it affects their choice of tasks.  The findings related to offering external rewards for 
knowledge sharing in general are mixed, and the evidence that billions of people 
contribute to public platforms for nothing beyond intrinsic and social rewards makes it 
seem that external rewards aren’t needed.  In the knowledge sharing literature, some 
studies indicate that extrinsic motivations are effective and at times crucial for knowledge 
sharing (Siemensen et al. 2007, Kankanhalli et al. 2005), while other studies find no 
effects (Ko et al. 2008, He and Wei 2008), and still others find negative ones (Bock et al. 
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2005).  Further research is needed to determine if external rewards are indeed necessary 
to encourage knowledge sharing in an organizational setting and under what conditions.  
2.3.2.  Platform Factors 
The platform portion of the framework includes both the technical features offered by a 
platform (such as instant messaging or wikis) and the virtual community features (such as 
group size and member proximity).  When looking at IS research on knowledge sharing 
as a whole, it is surprising to observe that a high percentage of the studies do not include 
platform factors.  Although organizational and human factors may be critical to 
knowledge sharing, ignoring factors like ease of use of a technology or the size of the 
online community leaves out important factors that are present when deciding whether or 
not to share knowledge.  This is particularly relevant when considering that the problem 
many organizations face is why people don’t share knowledge using a particular 
platform.  Platform features are distinct from both organizational and human factors in 
that they exist only in the context of a social networking platform.  Online community 
size, for example, is a studied factor that only exists in the context of an online 
community supported by a technology.  Some of the platform factors that are important 
in the IS literature include anonymity/non-anonymity, community size, member location, 
and several TAM constructs including perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use.  
Researchers should be aware of the many conflicts that exist in the IS literature related to 
platform factors.  For example, in some studies anonymity is considered key to 
knowledge sharing, but in others its opposite identity representation is (see Jessup et al. 
1990, Ma and Agarwal 2007).  Other factors that have exhibited mixed results include 
attitude toward technology use, perceived ease of use, and tenure in the online 
community.  It is surprising to note that ease of use of the technology is rarely significant 
in relation to knowledge sharing even though it is commonly associated with system use.  
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In addition to the factors discussed in the empirical articles referenced in this paper, there 
are likely many others that have not yet been tested and merit attention such as the impact 
of rich member profiles, the articulation of friendship networks, and online status 
indicators. 
2.3.3.  Human Factors 
Human factors in this framework represent both individual and social influences affecting 
knowledge sharing.  These influences frequently are presented in the literature as causes 
of knowledge sharing, but often the platform and the organizational contexts are not 
present in these studies.  When a social networking platform is used in a business context, 
human factors are going to be affected by both the organization and the platform.  Human 
factors should be of interest to organizations because these are things that are difficult to 
affect directly after a person is hired.  If some personality types are more prone to share 
knowledge than others, and if an organization tends to hire only individuals that match 
their current company culture, then they may be unintentionally reinforcing existing 
knowledge sharing practices.  Some of the human factors that are positively related to 
knowledge sharing are intrinsic motivation, attitude toward knowledge sharing, prosocial 
orientation, dyadic norms, and being in the same region as other knowledge sharers.     
Some caution should be taken when viewing these results, however.  A factor like 
intrinsic motivation to share knowledge may apply well to a SNP dedicated to a hobby 
interest that is pursued during personal time, but sharing knowledge related to work tasks 
should not be assumed to be intrinsically satisfying in the same way.  In other words, the 
context of the knowledge sharing matters and should be controlled for in order to 
generalize human factor results to business environments.   
The findings within the human category are particularly divergent.  The majority of 
the factors in this category that are tested more than once are either non-significant or 
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conflicting.  For example, reciprocity, a norm or expectation of reciprocation for a 
knowledge contribution, has been shown to be positively associated with knowledge 
sharing, negatively associated with knowledge sharing, and not significant, depending 
upon the study.  Intuitively, anything other than a positive relationship with knowledge 
sharing is a surprising result.  Shared understanding, which includes shared experience 
and values among two or more individuals, has also been shown to be both positively and 
negatively related to knowledge sharing (Ko et al. 2008, Chiu et al. 2006).  Theoretically, 
this factor, together with the non-significant factor shared language, should make 
knowledge sharing and transfer more likely, and the results should not be ambivalent.  
Further research into human factors that control for the causes of the divergent findings in 
these numerous studies is needed.    
2.4.  Conclusion 
In this paper I show that an organization’s internal environment, the social networking 
platform, and human factors are the major categories of factors that jointly determine the 
likelihood of an employee making a knowledge contribution to a social networking 
platform in an organizational setting.  Prior IS literature looking at the causes of 
knowledge sharing has investigated an overwhelming number of factors, but has 
produced conflicting findings.  In this paper I suggest that omitted variables may account 
for conflicting results in prior studies and present a unifying framework to help guide 
future research on the use of KMS in organizations. Researchers can use these findings in 
several ways as they seek to improve organizational knowledge sharing.  There are 
substantial numbers of conflicting and surprising findings that I have identified that need 
to be re-evaluated while at the same time controlling for the categories of variables that 
have been left out in previous studies.  Many of the factors that have been tested only 
once produced surprising findings that are non-intuitive and these should also be re-
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evaluated in light of this framework.  Lastly, there are many more factors to be 
considered in the area of knowledge sharing.  As researchers consider these additional 
drivers, this study will help identify gaps in the literature base and guide the selection of 
relevant factors that will result in strong findings.  
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Chapter 3. The Effects of Payment Schemes, Social Incentives, and Human 
Moderators  
3.1.  Introduction 
Social networking platforms are increasingly being used for knowledge sharing by 
businesses.  Some features in these platforms that support knowledge sharing are wikis, 
forums, document sharing, and shared workspaces (Drakos 2007).  Like earlier IT 
platforms identified as groupware or intranets, these new platforms support many of the 
knowledge management processes identified by Alavi and Leidner (2001) such as 
knowledge creation, storage, retrieval, and transfer.   
Social networking platforms differ slightly from previous forms of knowledge 
sharing technologies because they include social features such as profiles, friendship 
graphs, and permanent records of social approval for contributed content.  Although 
recent research (Ma and Agarwal 2007) suggests the presence of these new features may 
lead to higher levels of knowledge sharing in public settings, businesses are still 
dissatisfied with the levels of knowledge sharing taking place within their private 
platforms.  Discussions by the authors of this research paper with social networking 
platform community managers at organizations such as Wachovia and Deloitte suggest 
that knowledge sharing levels can be quite different across groups of employees.  That is, 
while many employees share knowledge freely, entire groups such as sales people do not.  
This raises the possibility that distinct roles or departments may be subject to their own 
norms or cultures that affect knowledge sharing.   
Research has shown that at the organizational level of analysis, culture is one of the 
most commonly identified sources of knowledge sharing differences (Bennet and Gabriel 
1999, McDermott and O’Dell 2001, Jones et al. 2006).  Research has further shown that 
culture exists and differs at granular levels, such as among departments (McDermott and 
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O’Dell 2001).  Therefore, examining cultural differences, such as incentive mechanisms 
used to motivate workers that fill specific roles, will likely provide insights that can be 
used to better understand and drive knowledge sharing behaviors.  If it is true that sales 
people often do not share their knowledge in private social networking platforms, 
businesses need to learn how to motivate them to share their knowledge.   
Sales people can account for up to 100% of gross annual sales at companies.  
Individual differences in their tacit and explicit knowledge pertaining to customers can 
mean that the loss of a single sales person will result in millions of dollars of lost income.  
Organizations should therefore be concerned with retaining, when possible, the useful 
knowledge that productive sales people have.  Improving knowledge sharing among sales 
people also has the potential to increase the productivity of all sales people in a company.  
For these reasons, it is important to know if employees that work under conditions similar 
to those of sales people share less knowledge than others; and if so, whether they can be 
encouraged to share more.  
Numerous theories have been used to explain why people make knowledge 
contributions in technology-mediated environments.  These theories encompass 
cognitive, motivational, social capital, social exchange, reasoned action, and identity 
verification components (see Olivera et al. 2008, Kankanhalli 2005, Wasko and Faraj 
2005, Bock et al. 2005, Ma and Agarwal 2007).  Over the last two decades, scores of 
empirical studies on knowledge sharing have been conducted resulting in alternative, 
complementing, and sometimes competing factors to explain why people in organizations 
share knowledge.  Nevertheless, none of the literature examines role-specific contextual 
factors that may cause distinct groups to share knowledge differently within a single 
organization.  For example, the data sources for the literature cited above include broad 
surveys across dozens of companies, communities of practice that span many different 
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companies, and communities of interest that are unrelated to business functions.  The 
analysis of the data collected in these surveys has not taken into account the impact that 
different roles within organizations may have.   
Sales people stand out as a group that may behave differently than others in a 
knowledge sharing context because their incentive scheme is different from most other 
employees.  While many employees in organizations receive wages on a salaried or an 
hourly basis, sales people frequently work on commission.  Employees who are paid for 
individual performance (piece-rate incentives) experience a unique work context with its 
own norms and conventions.  In the case of sales people, they are financially motivated to 
work with customers and are less likely than others to spend time surfing the web or 
collaborating and socializing with co-workers.  Therefore, work environments with piece-
rate incentive schemes may be associated with reduced levels of knowledge sharing in 
social networking platforms.   
Because the incentive structure is a salient differentiator of work contexts between 
sales professionals and other organizational workers, it makes sense to study incentives 
as a source of knowledge sharing problems and solutions.  Studies of human motivation 
have found that intrinsic motivation and different types of extrinsic motivation, such as 
economic and social motivators, can each be major drivers of human behavior (Heyman 
and Ariely 2004, Raban 2008, Ryan and Deci 2000).  These studies have found that in 
situations involving a single work task, economic or monetary motivators tend to crowd 
out the influence of other types of motivation.   
When a social networking platform is used by many groups in an organization, non-
monetary incentives may be effective in motivating non-sales people to share knowledge, 
and yet be insufficient to drive sales people to share.  Employees whose work 
environments are dominated by economic incentives may need uniquely tailored 
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incentive schemes in order to get them to share in social networking platforms.  
Importantly, these customized incentive schemes may be effective in getting financially 
driven sales people to share knowledge, but reduce the level of knowledge sharing 
performed by non-sales people.  This research examines how intrinsic, social, and 
economic motivators that are specific to knowledge sharing activities in a social 
networking platform work individually and together to affect levels of knowledge 
sharing.  It also considers how payment schemes for non-knowledge sharing tasks impact 
the motivators for sharing knowledge. 
In addition to examining the impact of intrinsic, social, and economic factors on 
knowledge sharing, this research also looks at the previously unexplored impacts of 
organizational controls on social networking platform usage.  When deploying private 
social networking platforms, many organizations implement some combination of written 
policies and human controls to protect against the perceived risks of unregulated use.  For 
example, at the Lockheed company, which employees over 150,000 employees, 
intellectual assets in a private social networking platform are protected by having humans 
scan wikis and blogs for sensitive material (Messmer 2009).  Some organizations that 
desire content control would rather not police contributions with people, but prefer 
policies and autonomous deletion of inappropriate materials (Cline 2008).   
Different opinions exist on the impact of organizational controls such as the ones just 
mentioned.  Some research indicates that controls of sufficient strength can increase 
collaboration (Coletti 2005).  On the other hand, Howard Rheingold, a well-cited 
researcher of online communities, has suggested that freedom to use social media in any 
way that a person wants is critical to bring about beneficial collective actions (Rheingold 
2003).  Practitioners have additionally suggested that controlling the use of social 
networking sites can damage the flow of communication over the long run (Jennings 
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2008).  The need to better understand how extrinsic rewards interact with penalties and 
social-psychological forces has been articulated in the past (Huber 2001).  At present, 
there is a lack of empirical evidence about how common controls affect knowledge 
sharing in social networking environments.  
This paper explores the following research questions in the context of a social 
networking platform used in a single organization:  1) How do financial incentives for job 
tasks affect knowledge sharing levels? 2) How do financial incentives for knowledge 
sharing contributions affect knowledge sharing levels? 3) How do the social features 
inherent to social networking platforms affect knowledge sharing levels? and 4) How do 
common organizational controls affect knowledge sharing levels?  Answering these 
questions makes several contributions to the literature on IT-based knowledge 
management.  It explores the possibility that knowledge sharing practices differ among 
organizational roles as a result of the compensation schemes used.  It also provides 
evidence of the importance of the social features that differentiate social networking 
platforms from prior forms of knowledge management systems.  Finally, this research 
introduces the concept of organizational controls within the knowledge management 
space.  Controls are pervasive in social networking platforms used by organizations, and 
are argued here to have various impacts on knowledge sharing, contingent on other 
motivational influences.  
These research questions were explored by conducting a laboratory experiment using 
850 undergraduate business students.  The key factors that were examined are economic 
and social motivators in the presence of different types of organizational controls (See 
Figure 2).  Piece-rate as well as salaried compensation schemes were tested to clarify 
how these conditions make common incentive mechanisms for knowledge sharing more 
or less important.  The paper proceeds with the following section detailing the relevant 
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literature and hypotheses.  The experimental methodology is then described and the 
results presented.  Lastly, the results of the study are discussed and conclusions are 
drawn. 
Figure 2 Research Model 
 
3.2.  Theory and Hypotheses 
The monetary and social influences that are salient for organizational users of social 
networking platforms can be explained using theories and research related to human 
motivation.  In addition, the effects of controls can be explained by theory related to trust 
and framing.  These theory bases are elaborated on in the following sub-sections.  
3.2.1.  Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation 
When contributors to a social networking platform share knowledge, they are driven by 
motivators.  The theory of self-determination classifies all motivators as either intrinsic or 
extrinsic (Ryan and Deci 2000, Deci and Ryan 1980).  Intrinsic motivators drive 
behaviors that are performed for reasons that do not involve external pressures, such as 
solving a puzzle because it is inherently gratifying (Deci et al. 1999).  They involve 
psychological needs for competence and autonomy.  Competence is confidence in one’s 
ability to perform a task, and autonomy is having the freedom to perform a task.  Low 
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levels of autonomy or competence make it less likely that people will feel intrinsically 
motivated to perform a task.  Independent of confounding factors, organizations can 
affect the intrinsic motivation of employees in a positive way by providing more 
autonomy to perform a task or improving their competence through interventions like 
training.   
Nevertheless, intrinsic motivation is an individual phenomenon and not every activity 
will be intrinsically motivating for all people.  In such cases it is asserted that achieving 
desired behaviors requires the introduction of extrinsic motivators (Ryan and Deci 2000).  
In social networking platforms the act of creating a knowledge contribution through a 
particular tool may or may not be inherently motivating to users.  When it is intrinsically 
motivating, people will contribute knowledge without any perceivable external pressures.  
When people do not find that activity to be inherently motivating, they will require an 
additional incentive to do it.  
Extrinsic motivators are reasons to perform activities that are external to the activity 
itself, such as when a person is influenced by monetary rewards or social pressures (Ryan 
and Deci 2000).  They “commonly refer to material rewards for performance, such as 
payment or other tangible benefits” (Raban 2008, p 2).  Two types of extrinsic motivators 
that have been shown to increase both expected and actual work effort are economic and 
social incentives (Heyman and Ariely 2004, Raban 2008).  Extrinsic rewards are 
generally recognized to increase effort in organizational settings.  A recent meta analysis 
of organizational motivation studies concluded that motivators such as money, gifts, and 
travel incentives could increase individual performance on work activities by 22%, and 
increase group performance by up to 44% (Stolovich et al. 2007).  The research on 
external motivations suggests that extrinsic rewards (both tangible and intangible) can be 
used to drive an activity such as knowledge sharing in a social networking platform. 
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An important feature of the theory of self-determination is that it predicts that 
extrinsic rewards undermine intrinsic motivation.  A meta-analysis of 128 studies testing 
interactions between extrinsic and intrinsic factors shows that any type of extrinsic 
reward reduces or eliminates the effects of intrinsic motivation (Deci et al. 1999).  As a 
consequence of this interaction, organizations should consider which motivator, intrinsic 
or extrinsic, will lead to higher productivity for the work task assigned to an employee.  
Commonly, the level of effort on work that is performed for intrinsic reasons goes down 
when low-level extrinsic rewards are introduced.  This phenomenon is explained by the 
crowding effects theory (Frey and Oberhorholzer-Gee 1997).  The crowding effects 
theory asserts that external interventions to perform an activity reduce the control that a 
person feels over doing the activity.  The reduced control over personal behavior leads to 
lower intrinsic motivation.  One example of this effect comes from a study of Swiss 
volunteers in a political setting in which average volunteer work dropped by 4 hours per 
month when financial incentives were introduced (Frey and Goette 1999).  Although the 
researchers in this study found evidence that sufficiently high levels of payment could 
result in levels of effort that met or surpassed voluntary effort levels, the key finding was 
that the mere introduction of payment dropped the average hours worked per month 
considerably.   
The findings related to self-determination theory provide a framework for 
understanding the behaviors that should be observed in social networking platforms used 
for knowledge sharing.  They suggest that people will share knowledge for intrinsic 
reasons as well as extrinsic reasons, and that low levels of extrinsic incentives are likely 
to reduce the levels of intrinsically motivated knowledge sharing.  It should be noted, 
however, that self-determination theory does not address effort allocation among 
competing tasks, but rather effort level on a single task.  In work environments 
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employees are often faced with making a choice among competing tasks, and they need 
to choose not only their effort levels on a single task but also the task on which to work.  
Studies of time allocation among competing tasks indicate that several factors affect time 
allocation decisions, including the difficulty of goals or tasks, ability relative to the task, 
distance from completing goals, feedback, peer pressure, risk, and income expectation 
(DeHoratius and Raman 2007, Northcraft et al. 2011, Schmidt et al. 2009, Schmidt and 
Dolis 2009, Schmidt and DeShon 2007, DeShon et al. 2004, Son and Metcalfe 2000, 
Bene and Twefik 2001, Caraco 1980).  Decisions about specific work tasks including 
knowledge sharing are therefore subject to a basket of factors that help individuals 
choose the task to which they will devote time, in addition to being subject to intrinsic 
and extrinsic factors that determine the level of performance on a chosen task. 
One goal of this study is to determine if and why sales people choose to put less 
effort into knowledge sharing than their counterparts in salaried positions.  Compensation 
schemes are one of the most salient differences between sales people and other 
organizational workers.  Most employees of organizations work for hourly rates or for 
annual salaries.  Salaried payment schemes like these allow for some level of discretion 
in activities performed throughout the day.  Members of a team of engineers, for 
example, may have long term deadlines and hence have discretionary time to converse 
with others in the hallway, to read up on engineering topics, or to contribute to a 
knowledge sharing platform.  To a great extent, they can react to their own intrinsic 
motivations without endangering their income or employment.  In contrast to salaried 
workers, piece-rate workers such as many sales people may not perceive significant 
discretion with respect to the tasks they must perform, or the amount of time they must 
devote to those tasks.  
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In previous multi-task studies workers have been observed to allocate the most time 
to the activities that bring in the most money (Bene and Twefik 2001, DeHoratius and 
Raman 2007).  For piece-rate workers in sales, economic rewards are tied to production, 
and production is tied to the number of customers they talk to and close a deal with.  The 
only economically rational decision is to spend time on activities that bring in money 
rather than ones that pay less or don’t pay at all such as sharing knowledge in an online 
platform.  In an organization consisting of piece-rate workers and salaried workers, the 
salaried workers will be more likely than piece-rate workers to respond to their own 
intrinsic motivations to share knowledge in an online platform.  When all factors other 
than the compensation scheme are held constant, salaried workers can be expected to 
share more knowledge voluntarily than piece-rate workers.  This leads to hypothesis H1:  
H1. Salaried Worker vs. Piece-Rate Worker Contribution Hypothesis: Salaried 
workers will contribute more knowledge in social networking platforms than piece-rate 
workers. 
Economic incentives to do a specific task like sharing knowledge are a double-edged 
sword, with the capacity to increase desired behaviors in some instances and reduce them 
in others.  When other types of motivation to perform a task are not effective or are 
absent, financial motivators may be an effective intervention used by organizations to 
drive behaviors.  Salaried employees will at times lack intrinsic motivation to share 
knowledge for reasons that include the knowledge sharing platform not striking them as 
novel, challenging, or high in aesthetic value.  In cases when organizations perceive a 
lower than desirable level of useful knowledge sharing across any type of employee, they 
may choose to offer low-level financial incentives to spur contributions.  In the case of 
salaried employees, this will likely have the undesirable effect of causing a reduction in 
effort, similar to the previously discussed findings of offering financial rewards to 
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political volunteers in Switzerland (Frey and Goette 1999).  At low levels of financial 
rewards relative to their base pay, crowding effects theory suggests that salaried 
employees will contribute less knowledge than they will under conditions of voluntary 
use because financial rewards undermine their intrinsic motivation, moving them away 
from feelings of autonomy. This leads to hypothesis H2: 
H2. Salaried Worker Financial Incentive Knowledge Contribution Hypothesis: The 
knowledge contributions of salaried workers in social networking platforms will decrease 
when low-level financial incentives are introduced for knowledge sharing. 
Piece-rate workers, on the other hand, may perceive the introduction of financial 
rewards differently.  Normally they avoid sharing knowledge because it is an activity that 
does not compensate them financially, while their primary task does.  For a piece-rate 
worker the addition of a low-level financial incentive makes it so that they can choose 
between two financially-incentivised activities.  Although their rational choice will still 
be to do more of the task that pays them the most, which is likely to be their primary 
work task, the attractiveness of making a knowledge sharing contribution is greater than 
without a financial incentive to do so.  If a piece-rate worker is offered a financial 
incentive to share knowledge, it becomes more likely that she/he will share knowledge.  
This leads to hypothesis H3: 
H3. Piece-Rate Worker Low-Level Financial Incentive Knowledge Contribution 
Hypothesis: The knowledge contributions of piece-rate workers in social networking 
platforms will increase when low-level financial incentives are introduced for knowledge 
sharing. 
3.2.2.  Social Motivation 
One type of extrinsic motivation that is particularly relevant to social networking 
platforms is social motivation.  Social motivation is an external pressure that induces an 
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individual to perform (or in some cases avoid performing) a given activity.  The 
conceptualization of social motivation used in this research is derived from Ryan and 
Deci’s organismic integration theory, a sub-theory of self-determination theory that 
emphasizes the typology of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Ryan and Deci 2000).  
This theory describes four different forms of extrinsic motivation: external regulation, 
introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated regulation.  These four types 
of motivation exist on a continuum, ranging from a perceived outside locus of causality 
(external regulation) to a perceived internal locus of causality (integrated regulation).  
External locus of causality describes situations where the rewards or goals are perceived 
to be imposed or caused externally, such as when an organization offers a reward for a 
certain type of behavior; while internal locus of causality is when goals or rewards are 
generated inside oneself, such as when a person pursues a college degree because they 
value learning.   
External regulation and introjected regulation, with their emphasis on an external 
locus of causality, help to inform our understanding of social motivation as 
conceptualized in this research.  External regulation refers to rewards that are externally 
imposed.  Externally imposed rewards can be tangible and include monetary awards, but 
they also include intangible awards such as when an employee receives a best employee 
of the month award.  Introjected regulation refers to activities that are performed to 
manage self-esteem and ego.  In a social sense, people will engage at times in behaviors 
that make them look good in front of others in order to help them feel better about 
themselves.  Studies in various contexts have confirmed the positive effects of social 
motivations.  In one study involving voter behavior in Switzerland, social motivation in 
the form of desire to be seen by others was an important determinant for voting in public 
rather than using available mail in ballots (Funk 2010).  In another study involving piece-
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rate day laborers, it was observed that workers worked more or less hard based on the 
presence and capability level of friends, whose presence was asserted to represent social 
motivation (Bandiera et al. 2010).  In the Bandiera study a typical day laborer would 
exert effort to earn 10% more when working with productive friends or forgo 10% of 
potential income to work with less productive friends.  In short, these studies show that 
social motivation can drive human behavior and productivity. 
When conceiving of social networking platforms as knowledge management 
platforms, one of the key differences between these software platforms and their 
predecessors is the inclusion of socially-oriented information.  Any person considering 
sharing knowledge in these platforms must consider the potential social ramifications that 
sharing knowledge may invoke.  Knowledge that is shared in these platforms is 
accompanied by the personal profiles as well as the friendship graphs of the contributors.  
Sharing knowledge will not only bring attention to the knowledge itself, but also bring 
attention to the biographical profile of the contributor.  This attention can be an end in 
itself as contributors seek to increase their self-esteem by being recognized by others.   
Sharing knowledge may also result in approval in the form of voting or comments on 
the knowledge.  Votes and comments are public accolades that can be understood by the 
user as both an externally imposed reward and an ego-gratifying result.  The presence of 
people who strive for social attention in online communities is not new.  Internet trolls, 
people who gain attention by making inflammatory remarks in online communities, are 
commonplace in most public forums such as news sites on the Internet.  For salaried 
workers who use social networking platforms in their place of employment, social 
incentives may play a role in their decision to share knowledge.  Salaried employees can 
pursue social rewards by using some of their discretionary time to make knowledge 
contributions and not worry about the potential loss in income that piece-rate employees 
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may face.  The presence of social features in social networking platforms offers an 
enticement to share knowledge that previous knowledge sharing platforms did not offer, 
particularly for salaried employees who are able to perceive and act on those motivations 
without risking a loss of income.  In a knowledge sharing platform, knowledge sharing 
should be higher when social incentives are present than when they are absent.  This 
leads to hypothesis H4: 
H4. Socially Incentivized Salaried Worker Knowledge Contribution Hypothesis: The 
knowledge contributions of salaried workers in social networking platforms will increase 
in the presence of social motivations. 
3.2.3.  Interaction of Social and Economic Motivation  
Just as extrinsic motivators have been shown to undermine intrinsic motivators, research 
has shown that different types of extrinsic motivators have the potential to cancel or 
reduce one another.  In particular, economic incentives have been shown to crowd out 
social incentives.  Heyman and Ariely (2004) show through laboratory experiments that 
people will frame work tasks as being either social exchanges or monetary exchanges.  
Across a variety of experiments, they show that subjects put forth more effort under 
conditions of no payment than under conditions of low payment.  The same effect was 
observed in the effort expended for token gifts with no monetary value compared to token 
gifts that have a small monetary value associated with them.  Token gift and no gift 
scenarios resulted in equally high levels of performance, while the mere mention of the 
gift price when offering the gift in exchange for work caused people to put forth 
substantially lower levels of effort.  The main take away from this research is that once 
economic frames of reference are invoked, socially-incentivized frames are discarded.   
Not all researchers agree with this conclusion.  Raban (2008) looked at an 
information market in the form of Google Answers in which knowledge about any topic 
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could be solicited from community members in exchange for monetary payment.  In this 
community, it was possible to receive both financial rewards in the form of contracted 
payments and social rewards in the form of monetary tips (gratuities paid on top of the 
contracted payment amount), knowledge ratings, and comments.  The main conclusion 
from the Raban study is that financial rewards and social rewards can exist 
simultaneously.  More specifically, Raban observed that financial rewards were the 
catalyst for knowledge sharing, but that social rewards were needed to maintain seller 
activity in the long run.  Some skepticism should be applied to these conclusions, 
however, because the most significant driver of contributions among the three types of 
social motivators were tips, which could be argued to be more of a financial motivator 
than a social motivator.  The other forms of social rewards in the Raban study, including 
knowledge ratings, were seldom significant; and the comments couldn’t truly be 
considered rewards for contributions because they were merely conversations that 
happened before answers were given, not afterwards.  The fact that tips were one the 
greatest drivers of knowledge sharing in this community simply gives further credence to 
the notion that financial incentives crowd out social incentives when used together.   
In organizational settings, management may attempt to seed or grow knowledge 
contributions in a knowledge management platform using financial incentives.  This 
practice has been observed in connection with multiple real-world knowledge 
management platforms, such as when Xerox paid service technicians in Canada to 
contribute to its Eureka platform (Bobrow and Whalen 2002) and when Siemens paid 
sales people to make contributions to ShareNet (Voelpel and Han 2005).  The downside 
to using financial incentives, as shown by Heyman and Ariely (2004), is that the 
monetary framing of the situation will crowd out the effects of social motivations, and 
this is important because social motivations are often assumed to be the reason why 
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social networking platforms in the public space are as successful as they are.  When 
financial incentives are introduced to current or potential contributors of knowledge in an 
organization’s private social networking platform, the effect of monetary framing could 
crowd out the effects of social features and their associated rewards.  Individuals who 
contribute knowledge at a certain level based on social rewards alone may decrease their 
contribution to the lower level that is typically associated with a low-level financial 
incentive when that incentive is introduced.  This leads to hypothesis H5: 
H5. Social Incentive Low-Level Financial Incentive Knowledge Contribution 
Hypothesis: The knowledge contributions of socially incentivized workers will decrease 
when low-level financial incentives are introduced.  
In contrast to salaried workers who have their social incentives crowded out by low-
level financial incentives to share knowledge, piece-rate workers may not be affected by 
social incentives.  Piece-rate workers may find it irrational to respond to social incentives 
to share knowledge because knowledge sharing is a task that takes time away from an 
income producing task.  That is, their compensation type may have already crowded out 
the effect of social incentives before any additional low-level financial incentive for 
knowledge sharing could be introduced.  With or without financial incentives to share 
knowledge in a social networking platform, piece-rate workers may be unaffected by 
social incentives to share knowledge.  This leads to hypothesis H6: 
H6. Piece-Rate Worker Social Incentives Hypothesis: The knowledge contributions of 
piece-rate workers in social networking platforms will not be affected by the presence or 
absence of social incentives. 
3.2.4.  Organizational Controls 
Although organizations want to encourage knowledge sharing within and among groups 
that commonly hoard knowledge, they may be adopting management practices related to 
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the use of social networking platforms that reduce sharing.  Organizations frequently 
implement some type of control to address the risks associated with social networking 
website usage, such as malware, decreased employee productivity, loss of sensitive data, 
and privacy violations (Panda Security 2010, Bentley 2007).  Controls as used in this 
research are understood to be systems used in business to safeguard assets and mitigate 
risks (Christ et al. 2008).  Controls are either formal, such as an established procedure or 
an audit, or informal, such as culture or interpersonal trust (Christ et al. 2008).   
The benefit of controls in the broad sense is that they can prevent mistakes, such as 
incorrect reporting of information or the disclosure of sensitive information.  Controls are 
believed to have psychological impacts on employees that include perceptions of 
scrutiny, intrusion, and threat to autonomy (Christ et al. 2008).  From a theoretical 
perspective, controls are often understood in terms of signaling and framing.  Signaling 
refers to that fact that controls convey an organization’s lack of trust in either the 
competence or integrity of their employees (Christ et al. 2008).  Framing refers to how 
the perception of a situation affects the way an employee responds to it.  Based on the 
categorization an employee adopts in a situation, he or she will utilize a distinct decision 
frame that aids them in making choices (Messick 1999).  Signaling and framing provide 
insight into how controls can lead to negative perceptions of the use of a social 
networking platform. 
In social networking platforms, human moderators are a type of control that can be 
used to prevent mistakes from being made by employees.  These mistakes may include 
factual errors in knowledge contributions, or they may be violations of policy, such as 
when sensitive information is disclosed in a public forum.  It would be an 
oversimplification of the concept of a human moderator to suggest that there is only one 
type.  For purposes of this research, and to reflect the distinctions that exist in real world 
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situations, human moderators are represented on a continuum that is supportive on the 
one side and policing on the other.  Supportive human moderators are charged with 
assisting individuals in making correct and useful contributions.  This assistance includes 
corresponding with contributors and editing contributions as needed.  Policing 
moderators are charged with protecting against inappropriate contributions, and have the 
stated authority to bring about punitive results, such as the removal of content or formal 
organizational reprimands.  This distinction between moderator types captures two real-
world situations, one in which an expert tries to encourage contributions while supporting 
the work group in which he/she participates; and another in which an employee is 
assigned the job to be a policeman of knowledge contributions but not necessarily a 
contributor, such as would happen when a military contractor needs to be vigilant about 
the information that is shared on its intranet. 
The use of human moderators in social networking platforms varies by organization.  
Some organizations use human moderators to monitor each and every contribution made 
in their internally used platforms (Messmer 2009), others only monitor contributions that 
are made in their externally visible platforms (Gittlen 2007), and still others choose not to 
monitor employee contributions at all.  Opinions about the impact of controls vary.  On 
the one hand, it is argued that in social networking platforms the flow of information and 
the beneficial activities performed will be negatively influenced by any type of control 
(Rheingold 2003, Jennings 2008).  On the other hand, some see moderators in online 
communities in a positive light with essential responsibilities such as generating 
discussion, filtering content, editing content, being an expert on a topic, and maintaining 
civility among users (Preece 2000).  These diverging perceptions of human moderators 
raise questions about whether human moderators have a positive or negative impact on 
knowledge sharing. 
  42 
I argue that the presence of a human moderator of any type in a social networking 
platform context can be a signal to a knowledge sharer that they are either not competent 
or not trustworthy with respect to making a knowledge contribution.  Self-determination 
theory suggests that when perceived competency and autonomy are lowered relative to 
the performance of a given task, intrinsic motivation will be lowered and the effort given 
to performing that task will shrink.  A human moderator that brings about reduced 
feelings of perceived competency related to knowledge sharing will thus result in lower 
levels of knowledge sharing effort.  The presence of the human moderator will also 
invoke a decision frame that suggests that there may be risky outcomes associated with 
knowledge sharing.   
Even though a human moderator may lower the perceived risks in the same way that 
a policeman in a public place will reduce perceived risk, his presence can also raise 
awareness of the reasons behind his requirement to be there and this can affect public 
behavior.  The risks suggested by the presence of the moderator are that making 
contributions can lead to harm to either the organization or the contributor.  Harm to the 
organization may occur if sensitive information is released into the wrong hands.  Harm 
to the individual may occur when corrections or rejections are made that undermine the 
perceived competence of the contributor.  Harm to the individual may also include the 
risk of wasted time because a contribution is removed.  In some cases, harm to the 
individual may also include sanctions against the employee for contributions that violate 
organizational policies.  Studies on the impact of controls on computer-mediated 
collaboration (a form of work) and trust show that both collaboration and trust are 
undermined by the presence of human controls (Malhotra and Murnighan 2002, 
Tenbrunsel and Messick 1999).  It is therefore reasonable to conclude that the presence of 
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any type of human moderator in a social networking platform will lead to reduced 
knowledge contributions.  This leads to hypothesis H7: 
H7a. Supportive Human Moderator Hypothesis:  The level of knowledge 
contributions in a social networking platform will decrease when a supportive human 
moderator is introduced. 
H7b. Policing Human Moderator Hypothesis:  The level of knowledge contributions 
in a social networking platform will decrease when a policing human moderator is 
introduced. 
Although human moderators will always dampen knowledge sharing levels, the 
extent of that dampening will vary based on the type of human moderator.  Supportive 
human moderators provide encouragement to knowledge sharers as well as assistance in 
making contributions in the form of direct collaboration and helpful editing of knowledge 
contributions.  Although the decision frame invoked by their presence involves risky 
versus safe choices (making contributions versus not making contributions), the 
supportive nature of this type of human moderator should reduce the perceived risks 
because the moderator provides a safety net that will protect against harm happening to 
the organization or the worker.  In contrast, policing human moderators do not provide 
assurance against harm that may happen to the individual.  The policing human 
moderator is looking for reasons to punish a worker, a fact that will increase the 
perceived risk of making a contribution.  The difference in perceived risks associated 
with the two types of human moderators makes it so that contributions will be greater in 
the presence of supportive moderators than in the presence of policing moderators.   This 
leads to hypothesis H8: 
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H8. Supportive vs. Policing Human Moderator Hypothesis: Knowledge contributions 
in a social networking platform will be greater in the presence of a supportive human 
moderator than in the presence of a policing human moderator.  
Further differences in the perception of and response to human moderators may occur 
when the perceived responsibilities of the moderators are altered, such as when they have 
the additional responsibility to evaluate knowledge contributions that are made in 
exchange for financial rewards.  Although most social networking platforms do not 
include financial rewards for sharing knowledge, research on knowledge sharing has 
shown that when financial rewards are introduced the human moderators become critical 
to ensure the reward systems are not gamed by submitting large quantities of unchecked 
knowledge (Bobrow and Whalen 2002).  If rewards are given for the total number of 
contributions but no control is made for the quality of that knowledge, then people may 
try to make as many contributions as they can.   
When a human moderator is present and evaluates the quality of financially 
incentivized knowledge contributions, her/his  presence provides additional choices to be 
accounted for in the decision frame.  The framing effect is altered so that not only are 
there risky and non-risky choices to consider, but also income producing versus non-
income producing choices.  If the choice is made to pursue income, the human moderator 
will be framed in a positive light as a knowledge approver who may assist in making 
improvements to the contribution so that the contribution can be qualified for generating 
income.  Whether the human moderator is a policing moderator or a supportive 
moderator, the fact that they are complicit to the money generating process may frame 
them as more helpful than a human moderator that is not part of the money generating 
process.  As a result, knowledge contributions are less likely to be dampened by the 
presence of a human moderator when financial incentives are involved.   
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An additional reason why a human moderator may not be a negative influence when 
financial incentives are present relates to the crowding effect.  Just as financial incentives 
crowd out other forms of motivation such as intrinsic and social motivators, they may 
also crowd out negative motivations related to the risks of making contributions that a 
human moderator will find fault with.  The promise of financial rewards and the concern 
with getting the knowledge contribution approved by the moderator may be more 
important to a contributor than the threat of penalties or reprimands that would result 
from a violation of policies or making an unacceptable contribution.  This leads to my 
final hypothesis, H9: 
H9. Financial Incentive Human Moderator Interaction Hypothesis: There is a 
positive interaction effect between the presence of a human moderator and the presence 
of financial incentives for knowledge contributions in a social networking platform.   
3.3.  Experiment 
A laboratory experiment was conducted using a 4 x 2 x 3 complete factorial design to test 
the above hypotheses.  The experiment used four types of financial incentives.  Each 
financial incentive included an outcome measure for completing individual work tasks 
and an outcome measure for sharing knowledge in a community website.  Subjects 
received either a fixed salary or were paid a piece-rate for completing individual work 
tasks.  In order to keep piece-rate workers in a piece-rate mindset and salaried workers in 
a salaried mindset, the financial incentives for knowledge sharing used the same 
compensation scheme (piece-rate or salaried) as the individual work task treatment.  Thus 
the four financial incentive treatments were: 1) piece-rate incentive for individual work 
tasks and no financial incentive for knowledge-sharing work tasks; 2) piece-rate incentive 
for individual work tasks and piece-rate incentive for knowledge-sharing work tasks; 3) 
fixed salary incentive for individual work tasks and no financial incentive for knowledge-
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sharing work tasks; and 4) fixed salary incentive for individual work tasks and fixed 
salary incentive for knowledge-sharing work tasks. 
The two social incentive treatments were a community knowledge sharing site with 
and without social features enabled.  The three human moderator treatments were a 
supportive human moderator, a policing human moderator, and no human moderator.  
Subjects were randomly assigned into one of the twenty-four treatment combinations (4 
financial incentive treatments times 2 social incentive treatments times 3 human 
moderator treatments), and the subjects were free to allocate effort in any way that they 
wished between performing individual work tasks and performing knowledge sharing 
tasks.  Several pilot studies were conducted to refine treatment wording and work task 
definitions.  The treatments are fully described in Appendices C and D.  The screens that 
were shown to the students are reproduced in Appendix F.  The script that was followed 
is contained in Appendix G. 
3.3.1  Subjects 
The subjects were 850 freshman and sophomore students recruited from a core business 
course, who received extra credit for participation.  The average age was 18.9 years, and 
57 percent were male.  Subjects arrived at the research site in groups of approximately 
300.  They brought or were loaned laptops with Internet access and registered themselves 
on the experimental website which randomly assigned them to a treatment group. 
3.3.2  Procedures 
Each subject started the experiment by reading an explanation that they would do some 
web-based activities for which they would earn non-redeemable dollars.  They were 
shown a demonstration of how to use the experimental website and how to read their 
individualized scenarios (which were comprised of statements related to their treatments).  
They were then shown how to do the individual work task, which consisted of a hunt for 
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a long list of business information that could be found on the web.  Next they were shown 
how to access and make contributions to the community knowledge sharing site.  Time 
was given for them to access the site, read their treatment scenarios, and pass a quiz to 
demonstrate that they understood their treatment scenario.  If they did not pass the quiz, 
they were required to read the scenario again until they did pass it.  When all subjects had 
passed the quiz, they were simultaneously given a start code that allowed them to access 
the work task and knowledge sharing websites.  For 20 minutes they worked on the two 
available activities (individual work tasks and knowledge sharing tasks), using their 
discretion to choose the task on which to work.  After 20 minutes they were asked to stop 
and fill out a survey which included a check to see if they recalled their treatment 
scenario.  A debriefing script was then read to them explaining that the commenting they 
saw occurring in the community knowledge sharing website was computer generated and 
not from others in the room. 
3.3.3  Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables were the number of contributions made to the community 
knowledge sharing site, the time spent making knowledge contributions, and the number 
of individual work tasks completed.  Two of these measures, the number of knowledge 
contributions made and the time spent writing knowledge contributions, were captured by 
the experimental website.  The time spent writing knowledge contributions was measured 
in seconds and to some extent underreported the time it took to make a knowledge 
contribution because it only captured actual writing time and not the time spent 
researching and planning for contributions.  The number of individual work tasks 
completed was self-reported by the subjects in the exit survey.  Reported quantities of 
individual work tasks could be verified by checking the individual worksheets used 
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during the study.  A full review of the pilot study results found that there was a high level 
of agreement between reported and actual work completed. 
3.4.  Results 
The experimental data was analyzed in SAS 9.2 using a stepwise procedure with 0.10 as 
the cut off for entry into the model.  Main effects as well as all possible interactions were 
tested.  Table 3 shows the variables that were significant predictors of the number of 
knowledge contributions (n=850, F=14.38, p < .0001).  Initially the analysis was 
conducted with two types of human moderators (supportive and policing), but I found 
that there was no difference in their individual impacts, so the two human moderator 
variables were combined into one variable.  After collapsing the two human moderator 
variables there were 12 different treatment combinations that were possible.  The number 
of subjects receiving any given treatment combination ranged from 29 to 78.  Table 4 
illustrates the predicted number of contributions that would be made by an individual in 
each treatment group combination based on the fitted variables.  Table 4 also shows the 
actual average number of contributions that occurred under each configuration of 
treatment combinations. 
3.4.1.  Manipulation Checks 
1,222 subjects completed the experiment and took the exit survey.  In order to pass the 
manipulation check, a subject needed to correctly answer four different questions about 
her/his treatment scenario (see Appendix C).  372 subjects failed at least one of these 
questions and were excluded from the analysis.  Most subjects failing to pass the 
manipulation check were able to answer three of the four questions correctly, and the 
question that they failed appeared to be random.  This outcome was consistent throughout 
several rounds of pilot tests during which the treatment wording as well as the survey 
questions were adjusted to try to mitigate this issue. 
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Table 3 Significant Predictors for Number of Knowledge Contributions 
Variable 
Parameter  
Estimate 
p-value 
Intercept 0.45 0.0002 
Paid for Knowledge 1.88 <.0001 
Paid for Knowledge * Paid Piece Rate -1.51 <.0001 
Paid for Knowledge * Paid Piece Rate * Social 
Incentive 
0.73 0.0626 
Paid for Knowledge * Social Incentive * Human 
Moderator  
-0.96 0.0019 
 
Table 4 Predicted and Actual Knowledge Contributions for Different Scenarios 
Paid for 
Knowledge 
Sharing 
Paid 
Piece 
Rate 
Social 
Incentive 
Human 
Moderator 
Predicted 
Number of 
Contributions 
Actual 
Average 
Number of 
Contributions 
N N N N 0.45 0.29, n=38 
N N N Y 0.45 0.47, n=75 
N N Y N 0.45 0.70, n=43 
N N Y Y 0.45 0.62, n=78 
N Y N N 0.45 0.19, n=36 
N Y N Y 0.45 0.70, n=61 
N Y Y N 0.45 0.44, n=39 
N Y Y Y 0.45 0.11, n=71 
Y N N N 2.33 1.53, n=34 
Y N N Y 2.33 2.84, n=58 
Y N Y N 2.33 2.52, n=29 
Y N Y Y 1.37 1.26, n=68 
Y Y N N 0.82 0.89, n=38 
Y Y N Y 0.82 0.79, n=75 
Y Y Y N 1.55 1.38, n=42 
Y Y Y Y 0.59 0.71, n=65 
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3.4.2.  Implications for Financial Incentives and Compensation Schemes 
Table 3 shows that payment for knowledge sharing is a significant predictor of the 
number of knowledge contributions.  A person is expected to make 1.88 more knowledge 
contributions if she/he is offered a low financial incentive to do so.  Piece-rate incentive 
schemes do not have a main effect on knowledge contributions, but they do moderate the 
influence of payments for knowledge contributions.  Specifically, if a person is paid for 
knowledge contributions and paid by a piece-rate compensation scheme, then he/she can 
be expected to make 1.51 fewer contributions than someone who has a fixed salary 
compensation scheme and is paid for knowledge contributions.  Having a piece-rate 
compensation scheme nearly cancels out the positive effect of being paid to share 
knowledge.  These results have implications for the compensation scheme and financial 
incentive hypotheses (hypotheses 1, 2, and 3).  They provide partial support for H1 
because salaried workers do make more contributions than piece-rate workers, but only 
when payments for knowledge sharing are involved.  H2 is not confirmed.  In fact the 
complete opposite is true; low-level payment for knowledge contributions significantly 
increased knowledge sharing among salaried workers.  H3 is confirmed as piece-rate 
workers do contribute more in the presence of financial incentives. 
3.4.3.  Implications for Social Incentives and Human Moderators 
Hypotheses 4 through 9 relate to social incentives and human moderators.  Social 
Incentives did not have a main effect on knowledge sharing.  However, they did have a 
positive impact on knowledge sharing among people who were paid for knowledge 
contributions and also had a piece-rate compensation scheme.  Since salaried workers did 
not share more in the presence of social motivators, H4 is not confirmed.  H5 states that 
the knowledge contributions of socially incentivized workers will decrease when low-
level financial incentives are introduced, but no main effect was observed for social 
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incentives, and no interaction effect was observed between social incentives and payment 
for knowledge contributions. Thus H5 is not supported.  Hypothesis H6 states that the 
knowledge contributions of piece-rate workers will not be affected by the presence or 
absence of social incentives.  Although this is true for piece-rate workers that do not 
receive a payment for knowledge contributions, it is not true for piece-rate workers that 
do receive a payment for knowledge contributions.  Thus H6 is contradicted by the 
results.   
There was no main effect for Human Moderator on the number of knowledge 
contributions, and there were no significant two-way interactions between Human 
Moderator and any other treatment.  Thus H7 was not supported.  There also was no 
difference in the effect size for supportive versus policing human moderators, so H8 was 
not supported.   There was a significant three way interaction between Human Moderator, 
Social Incentive, and Payment for Knowledge Contribution.  However, the effect was 
negative, so the number of contributions actually went down when there was a human 
moderator, there was a social incentive, and a payment was made for knowledge 
contributions.  This contradicts H9. 
3.4.4.  Impacts of Treatment Effects on Time Spent Contributing Knowledge 
In addition to analyzing the effect of treatments on the number of knowledge 
contributions, I also examined how the treatments impacted the time spent making 
knowledge contributions.  The time spent making contributions gives some insight into 
the effort that subjects exerted to share knowledge.  The experimental website captured 
the number of seconds that subjects spent typing in individual knowledge contributions.  
Table 5 shows the results of the stepwise procedure used to identified the key variables 
that affected the time spent making contributions (F=27.72, p < .0001), and Table 6 
shows the predicted and actual times spent making contributions under different 
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treatment conditions.  Although this analysis resulted in fewer significant variables than 
the analysis of the number of knowledge contributions, the results were consistent with 
those findings. 
Table 5 shows that subjects spent on average 11.86 seconds sharing knowledge, and 
that this number increased by 31.57 seconds when payment for knowledge contributions 
was introduced.  However, the impact of paying for knowledge contributions was 
considerably lower for persons that were compensated on a piece-rate basis as opposed to 
receiving a fixed salary.  Although no interactions involving social incentives and human 
moderators were statistically significant, the data do indicate that the effect of having a 
human moderator is different depending on whether social incentives are or are not 
present.   This finding is similar to what was found when using the number of knowledge 
contributions as the outcome variable. 
3.4.5.  Impacts of Treatment Effects on Individual Work Productivity 
Although knowledge sharing activity was the key focus of this research, I was curious 
about the effects of the experimental treatments on productivity for assigned (non 
knowledge sharing) work tasks.  The assigned work tasks should have been perceived by 
the subjects as the primary activity for which they were being compensated, while 
knowledge sharing should have been viewed as a secondary task.  A stepwise procedure 
(F=16.67, p < .0001) yielded the results shown in Tables 5 and 6, which show how the 
treatments affected individual work productivity.   
Table 5 Significant Predictors for Time Spent Making Contributions (in 
seconds) 
Variable 
Parameter  
Estimate 
p-value 
Intercept 11.86 <.0001 
Paid for Knowledge 31.57 <.0001 
Paid for Knowledge * Paid Piece Rate -24.75 <.0001 
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Table 6 Predicted and Actual Time Spent Making Contributions for Different 
Scenarios 
Paid for 
Knowledge 
Sharing 
Paid 
Piece 
Rate 
Social 
Incentive 
Human 
Moderator 
Predicted 
Time Spent 
Actual 
Average 
Time Spent  
N N N N 11.86 4.76, n=38 
N N N Y 11.86 14.77, n=75 
N N Y N 11.86 17.63, n=43 
N N Y Y 11.86 16.41, n=78 
N Y N N 11.86 4.97, n=36 
N Y N Y 11.86 16.97, n=61 
N Y Y N 11.86 11.49, n=39 
N Y Y Y 11.86 3.39, n=71 
Y N N N 43.43 43.56, n=34 
Y N N Y 43.43 49.33, n=58 
Y N Y N 43.43 49.31, n=29 
Y N Y Y 43.43 35.82, n=68 
Y Y N N 18.68 15.95, n=38 
Y Y N Y 18.68 18.72, n=75 
Y Y Y N 18.68 25.17, n=42 
Y Y Y Y 18.68 16.03, n=65 
 
Table 7 shows that the piece-rate compensation scheme resulted in higher productivity on 
assigned work tasks.  It also shows that the presence of social incentives for knowledge 
sharing reduced the number of assigned work tasks completed, presumably because 
additional effort was devoted to making knowledge contributions.      
3.5.  Discussion 
In this study several types of treatments were administered to experimental subjects to 
observe how they would respond in terms of the number of knowledge contributions 
made and the time put into making knowledge contributions.  In several important ways, 
the results differed from what I hypothesized based on my review of the Information 
Systems literature.   
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Table 7 Significant Predictors for Number of Assigned Work Tasks Completed 
Variable 
Parameter  
Estimate 
p-value 
Intercept 27.54 <.0001 
Paid Piece Rate 6.81  <.0001 
Social Incentive -2.30   0.0956 
 
Table 8 Predicted and Actual Number of Assigned Work Tasks Completed 
Paid for 
Knowledge 
Sharing 
Paid 
Piece 
Rate 
Social 
Incentive 
Human 
Moderat
or 
Predicted 
Work Tasks 
Completed 
Per 
Individual 
Actual Work 
Tasks 
Completed Per 
Individual 
N N N N 27.54 32.32, n=38 
N N N Y 27.54 26.45, n=75 
N N Y N 25.24 23.56, n=43 
N N Y Y 25.24 24.92, n=78 
N Y N N 34.35 37.86, n=36 
N Y N Y 34.35 35.18, n=61 
N Y Y N 32.05 32.00, n=39 
N Y Y Y 32.05 32.03, n=71 
Y N N N 27.54 30.74, n=34 
Y N N Y 27.54 24.14, n=58 
Y N Y N 25.24 23.93, n=29 
Y N Y Y 25.24 27.07, n=68 
Y Y N N 34.35 31.39, n=38 
Y Y N Y 34.35 33.36, n=75 
Y Y Y N 32.05 33.55, n=42 
Y Y Y Y 32.05 31.32, n=65 
 
3.5.1.  Financial Incentives 
One of the biggest surprises was that very small financial incentives (as low as one cent 
per knowledge contribution) increased knowledge sharing both in terms of total 
contributions made and in terms of the time spent to make those contributions.  Although 
it is rational to assume that any extrinsic motivation will increase a targeted behavior, 
low-level financial incentives have consistently been demonstrated to reduce targeted 
behaviors due to crowding theory.   
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This study differed from the more than 100 previous empirical studies on crowding 
theory in that it put the subjects in a multi-task environment.  Although it has been shown 
that low-level financial incentives reduce productivity on work tasks in single task 
environments, the effect of low-level financial incentives had not previously been studied 
in a multi-task setting.  This study provides clear evidence that the introduction of low-
level financial incentives do not always crowd out the intrinsic incentives that are present 
when there is no financial incentive.  Knowledge workers generally do not have a single 
task to perform, but rather have multiple tasks and multiple incentives.  Crowding Effects 
theory may be well suited to predicting outcomes in situations that involve a single work 
task, but be less suited to predicting outcomes in more realistic work conditions. 
Another surprising outcome was the lack of a direct effect for having a piece-rate 
compensation scheme as opposed to having a fixed salary compensation scheme.   It 
appears that neither piece-rate nor salaried employees are willing to make very many 
knowledge contributions in the absence of a financial incentive.  Since hardly any 
knowledge sharing contributions were made, the difference in the opportunity cost of 
making a knowledge contribution had little impact.   
Previous studies of multi-task work environments have shown that effort allocation is 
driven primarily by the profitability of the competing tasks.  When payments for making 
knowledge contributions were introduced, the number of knowledge contributions 
increased, but increased much more for salaried workers than for piece-rate workers.  
This can be explained by the difference in the opportunity cost of making a knowledge 
contribution for the two types of workers.   
3.5.2.  Social Incentives 
Social incentives did not have a main effect on knowledge contributions.  This finding 
should be a concern for businesses looking to adopt social networking platforms with the 
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hope that their social features will promote knowledge sharing.  Historically most 
knowledge management platforms used in organizations have failed.  The success of 
public social networking platforms, which are differentiated from previous knowledge 
management platforms mainly by their social features, may signal to businesses that 
adding those features to previous knowledge management platforms will increase 
knowledge sharing.   
An important difference between public platforms and private ones is that public 
platforms are often built around hobbies and topics that are inherently interesting to the 
participants.  In contrast, work contexts may deal with subject matter that is less 
rewarding to share in a social context.  Also, additional contextual variables such as 
having a primary work responsibility may render social features less relevant in 
organizational settings.   
Social incentives did have a positive influence on knowledge sharing for one group in 
the study.  Piece-rate workers who received payment for knowledge contributions made 
0.73 more contributions on average when social features were present.  This finding 
indicates that piece-rate workers discount the opportunity cost of making knowledge 
contributions even further when social incentives are present.  This discount is not 
sufficient to increase the number of knowledge contributions when no payment is 
offered, but is sufficient to increase the number of knowledge contributions when a small 
payment is offered for knowledge contributions.  Instead of crowding out social 
incentives, low payments appear to complement social incentives for piece-rate workers.  
Because there was no opportunity cost to making a knowledge contribution for salaried 
workers, social incentives had no impact on salaried workers. 
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3.5.3.  Human Moderators 
The results for the human moderator treatment were surprising in several respects.  The 
first surprise was that even though treatment wording clearly showed that one type of 
human moderator could only be helpful and the other type could only be punitive, this 
had no impact on the number of knowledge contributions.  Apparently subjects reacted to 
the presence of a moderator, and not to whether that moderator was helpful or policing 
An interesting interaction occurred between social incentives, human moderators, and 
paid for knowledge contributions.  The only subjects that made very many knowledge 
contributions were those that were paid for doing so.  Among the subjects that were paid 
for making knowledge contributions, the presence of social incentives increased the 
number of contributions for piece-rate workers.  Thus subjects that were paid to make 
knowledge contributions and had a social incentive to make a knowledge contribution 
were among the largest knowledge contributors.  For this group, the presence of a human 
moderator reduced the average number of knowledge contributions by .96.  This is nearly 
a 50% reduction in the number of contributions, and strongly supports that argument that 
the presence of moderators severely dampens contributions to social networking sites.   
Social features such as the ability to comment on shared knowledge are generally 
assumed to be positive features; but when such features are paired with a human 
moderator who is looking for problems, they become potential avenues of negative 
feedback.  In an unrelated study, I discovered that a social feature for ranking knowledge 
contributions had to be removed because members would not share knowledge due to 
fear of negative feedback.  The finding in this study that human moderators negate the 
benefits of social incentives should be of great practical concern to organizations.  The 
reason they adopt social networking platforms is often for the boost that they assume they 
will get as a result of the social features.  For numerous reasons, organizations also are 
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likely to put various controls in place to manage their online knowledge.  This may 
nullify the benefits of the social networking platform.  
3.5.4.  Individual Work Tasks 
It is noteworthy that social incentives had a negative main effect on the number of 
individual work tasks completed, but no corresponding positive main effect on the 
number of knowledge contributions.  A possible reason for the non-symmetry of this 
treatment’s influence is that, when social features were available, the experimental 
subjects may have spent time reading the comments in the community knowledge 
website.  The social incentive treatment made it clear that conversations about knowledge 
contributions would be taking place.  What may have happened is that when social 
features were enabled, subjects spent time being lurkers (as opposed to knowledge 
sharers) and had less time to do their individual work tasks, even if they were not making 
knowledge contributions.  This outcome highlights the fact that there are costs as well as 
benefits associated with a knowledge sharing platform that has social features. 
3.5.5.  Limitations 
Some limitations must be considered when generalizing the results of this study.  
Knowledge sharing was evaluated over the course of a 20 minute time span.  It proved 
difficult for participants to assimilate the large quantity of information related to the 
experimental task in such a brief time period.  In a work setting, knowledge sharing 
opportunities and incentives would unfold over the course of months or years.  The 
limited time frame in the study could not reflect the changes in behavior that might take 
place in the short run vs. the long run.  It is possible that the effects of some influences 
change with the passage of time in ways that were not captured here.  Previous research 
has found that extrinsic rewards can have temporary effects on behavior that attenuate 
with the passage of time (Kohn 1993).   
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Another area of potential criticism is the operationalization of the constructs in this 
study.  Human moderators never really interacted with people in this study, even though 
it was stated that they would.  That is, the subjects may not have believed that the 
moderators could be either helpful or policing.  Moreover, the social incentives used in 
the study may have been unnaturally weak because of the short time frame and the brief, 
generic nature of the feedback that was received.  In a real-world setting, social 
communication can escalate as rich dialogues emerge over time and the rewards of 
participation accumulate. 
3.5.6.  Future Research 
An important direction for future research is to analyze how the treatments examined in 
this study affect individuals in actual work situations over longer periods of time.  Many 
organizations are rolling out social networking platforms to distributed teams around the 
world, and it should be feasible to contrast the features and organizational controls used 
in different groups.  Using real world settings, it would be possible to study whether the 
treatments have different impacts at different periods of time. 
Another avenue for future research is to evaluate different types of organizational 
controls.  In this study I examined human moderators, but written policies are also 
commonly used with and without the presence of human moderators.  It is unknown what 
impact, if any, written policies are having.  It would also be interesting to see how actual 
interventions by human moderators impact knowledge sharing quantities.  Managerial 
promptings have been shown to increase knowledge sharing in one study (Marks et al. 
2008), but a human moderator whose sole purpose is to critique contributions may have a 
different effect. 
Psychological factors are another set of influences that can impact knowledge sharing 
levels.  Prior research has suggested that individual factors can influence knowledge 
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sharing (Marks et al. 2008).  In the pilot studies I found that people who were profiled as 
pro-social individuals tended to share more than individuals who were not.  A future 
study could determine if some treatments work better with certain personality types. 
Future research might also address the quality of knowledge contributions.  Although 
the quantity of knowledge contributions is important, the quality of the contributions may 
be more important.  In one case study it was observed that people would game the system 
when extrinsic incentives were offered.  It is conceivable that interventions such as 
managerial controls could decrease the number of knowledge contributions but increase 
the quality.   
3.6.  Conclusion 
In this study I sought to better understand how worker compensation schemes, payments 
for knowledge contributions, social incentives for knowledge contributions, and human 
moderators impact the number of knowledge contributions that are made in 
organizational social networking platforms.  Contrary to the findings from previous 
studies and hypotheses that I constructed based on a review of the literature, I found that 
small payments for making knowledge contributions were positively associated with the 
number of knowledge contributions.  This led us to conclude that small payments for 
knowledge contributions do not crowd out intrinsic motivators to share knowledge in 
organizational settings.  One might argue that there are very few intrinsic motivators to 
share knowledge in organizational settings, but that does not change the conclusion that 
small payments will increase the number of knowledge contributions. 
I also saw that small payments for knowledge contributions had a much greater effect 
on salaried workers than piece rate workers.  I attributed this to the fact that the 
opportunity cost associated with making a knowledge contribution is larger for piece-rate 
workers than salaried workers; and concluded that the effectiveness of small payments 
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depends on the magnitude of the perceived opportunity cost.  Being paid to share 
knowledge may therefore improve knowledge sharing among reticent contributors like 
sales people, but the positive effect will be far greater for salaried workers (who have a 
much lower opportunity cost for sharing knowledge).   
For social incentives, I observed that they increased knowledge sharing among piece-
rate workers that were paid for knowledge contributions, but did not increase knowledge 
sharing for anyone else.  This led us to conclude that, by themselves, social incentives are 
not strong enough to promote knowledge sharing.  However, when there is an 
opportunity cost associated with knowledge sharing, social incentives complement small 
payments sufficiently to motivate some workers to increase their knowledge 
contributions.    
For human moderators, I observed that they had a negative effect when subjects were 
paid to make knowledge contributions and had a social incentive to share knowledge.  
Since persons that were paid to share knowledge were the only ones that shared much 
knowledge, and since social incentives increased knowledge sharing among piece-rate 
workers that were paid to share knowledge; this led us to conclude that the presence of 
moderators can negate not only the benefits of social incentives, but even some of the 
benefits of payments for knowledge contributions.  Because organizations are likely to 
put various controls in place to manage their online knowledge, this is a serious problem.   
Finally, when examining assigned work tasks, I saw that social features had a 
negative impact on individual work, but did not have a corresponding positive impact on 
knowledge sharing.  From this I concluded that organizations need to be very careful 
about using social networking platforms.  Although they may increase knowledge 
sharing, they also are likely to reduce productivity on primary job tasks.   
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Chapter 4. Group Influences on Individual Knowledge Contributions 
4.1.  Introduction 
Social networking platforms have exploded in popularity over the last ten years with 
some sites reporting hundreds of millions of registered users.  Popular platforms include 
Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn.  Unlike many technology innovations that originated in 
the workplace and made their way to the home, such as the computer, the innovations 
inherent to these platforms originated in non-work contexts and are now finding their 
way into organizations.  A recent news report states that hundreds of thousands of 
companies have signed up for social networking services that are modeled after Facebook 
(Marsan 2011).  Although the reasons for deploying a platform may differ, one known 
application is to manage organizational knowledge (Bebensee et al. 2011). 
Social networking platforms tailored to organizational needs have numerous features 
that facilitate knowledge management.  Some of the features of business-oriented social 
networking platforms that support knowledge management are shared workspaces, 
document sharing, discussion forums, wikis, blogs, social tags, and content feeds (Drakos 
2007).  Each of these features provides the opportunity for individuals in organizations to 
contribute and consume knowledge.  The success of non-business social networking 
platforms in generating content may be misleading, however, to organizations that plan to 
deploy their own platforms and achieve immediate success.  Non-business platforms are 
often used for purposes such as people watching, looking up old contacts, self-
representation, content gratification, building social capital, and passing gossip (Joinson 
2008, Bumgarner 2007).  In contrast, business-oriented platforms are deployed (but not 
necessarily used) for purposes such as sales, marketing, knowledge management, human 
capital management, productivity increases, and enhancing collaboration (Cone 2007).  If 
social networking platforms are to be used as knowledge management systems, then 
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organizations should be aware that one of the most common problems with knowledge 
management systems has been their lack of use (Tiwana and Bush 2005).  Organizations 
will need to understand what drives knowledge contributions in knowledge management 
systems in order to be successful with social networking platforms. 
Prior research in the area of knowledge management has uncovered numerous factors 
that help us understand what drives knowledge contributions in a setting like a social 
networking platform.  Many of these factors focus on two levels of analysis: the level of 
the organization and the individual level.  Organizational characteristics explain why 
organizations differ in their knowledge sharing levels based on broad influences such as 
culture or incentives.  Some of the many organizational factors that affect individual 
knowledge sharing levels are: extrinsic rewards, facilitating conditions, pro-sharing 
norms, and sense of togetherness (Bordia et al. 2006, Han and Anantatmula 2007, He and 
Wei 2008, Kankanhalli et al. 2005, Bock 2005).  Another common focus of the 
knowledge management literature is on individual factors.  These factors highlight the 
unique characteristics of individuals that cause differences in levels of knowledge 
sharing.  Some of the many individual factors that have been identified are: attitudes 
toward knowledge sharing, evaluation apprehension, expertise, enjoyment in helping 
others, habit, intrinsic motivation, and prosocial orientation (Bock 2005, Durcikova and 
Gray 2009, He and Wei 2008, Ko et al. 2008, Marks et al. 2008).  Although many useful 
insights about knowledge sharing in an organization can come from our understanding of 
organizational and individual factors, influences at the group level represent a critical and 
yet under explored area.  Prior to now the group-level factors that have been studied for 
their impact on knowledge sharing are general ones such as such as anonymity or trust 
that could exist in any work or non-work group (Connolly et al. 1990, Nelson and 
Cooprider 1996).  What haven’t been studied are factors unique to work contexts such as 
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the nature of work tasks or the type of work group.  It is important to study group-level 
factors related to work purposes for their impact on knowledge sharing because work-
related purposes have been shown to drive group activity levels in organizational settings 
(O’Leary-Kelly 1994, Bock et al. 2005).  Group-level factors related to work tasks have 
also been argued to be the basis upon which knowledge sharing takes place, superceding 
hierarchical influence (Brown and Duguid 2001).  In any large organization, individuals 
may participate in hundreds of unique online groups organized for the express purpose of 
accomplishing work tasks.  As individuals participate in multiple work groups that have 
distinct purposes and attributes, group factors may influence individual levels of 
knowledge contributions. 
The main objective of this study is to clarify how work-related group factors drive 
individual knowledge contributions.  The context for this study is a social networking 
platform used to support a wide variety of organizational work.  The work-related group 
factors used in this study were chosen because they are frequently discussed in the 
knowledge management literature while at the same time being easily discernable in most 
work-related groups.  I develop and test a model that examines how group tie strength, 
group practice type, and group knowledge process type affect individual behavior.  I also 
include identity presentation as a means of controlling for individual differences.  This 
model is tested using more than three years of observations from over 600 groups that 
shared knowledge in a social networking platform.  The users of the platform are 
members of an international organization with over 8000 members, many of whom 
actively use the platform for knowledge sharing.  The real-world setting of this study 
distinguishes it from many prior group-related studies that have been conducted using 
university students in non-work settings.  This study makes three key contributions.  
First, it identifies critical group-level factors that are important to individual knowledge 
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sharing in a work setting.  Second, it develops a method for estimating group tie strength 
using archival data rather than the more common approach of using survey data.  Lastly, 
it demonstrates that a group’s purpose or type will determine the effect of contextual 
factors such as group privacy and group size.  
4.2.  Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 
Prior research on knowledge sharing in the work place has given ample attention to 
organizational and individual characteristics, but important group-level factors have been 
neglected.  Culture at the organizational level is commonly recognized as a source of 
knowledge sharing differences among organizations, but research has shown that cultural 
differences can vary in more granular units such as from department to department 
(Bennet and Gabriel 1999, McDermott and O'Dell 2001).  If culture drives differences in 
knowledge sharing at the level of the organization, then it may also drive differences in 
knowledge sharing at the level of the group.  Indeed, researchers have argued that studies 
often fail to recognize the characteristics of work-groups that largely determine who a 
person will communicate with and how much (Brown and Duguid 2001).  In other words, 
groups may differ from one another in knowledge sharing levels because of the work 
related roles and responsibilities that characterize them. 
In searching for work-related group factors that could affect knowledge sharing I 
found the existing literature base lacking.  I conducted an electronic search of all 
available knowledge sharing articles in the top 12 IS journals listed on the website for the 
Association for Information Systems and came up with 11 empirical studies that 
identified group-level factors important to individual knowledge sharing outcomes.  
These studies are summarized in Table 9.  A common limitation of most of these studies 
is that they involve temporary groups of strangers that are artificially assembled for non-
business purposes.  Such experimental group studies have been harshly criticized as 
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being elegantly designed but nearly barren of practical or theoretical significance 
(Bormann 1970, p 212).  In contrast, members of groups in business social networking 
platforms gather voluntarily to pursue tasks related to their ongoing responsibilities.  In 
order to better understand the influences of groups on individual knowledge sharing 
behaviors, group factors unique to working contexts need to be chosen thoughtfully and 
measured in appropriate contexts.  The following sub-sections describe several areas of 
literature and theory useful in identifying relevant group-level factors.  It also includes a 
discussion of identity theory which can account for individual differences in knowledge 
sharing behavior across groups.  The relationships between the relevant factors and 
individual knowledge contributions are shown in Figure 3. 
Table 9 Group-level Variables Affecting Knowledge Sharing in the Top 12 IS 
Journals 
Citation Group Variables 
Variable 
Definitions 
Context of 
Research 
Limitation of 
Findings 
Alnuaimi et 
al. 2010 
Attribution of 
blame (-), 
Dehumanization 
(-), Team 
dispersion (-), 
Team size(-) 
Blaming other 
team members for 
own loafing, Not 
perceiving human 
qualities of 
others, Dispersed 
team, Large team 
University 
experiment 
Study was not 
in a work 
setting, group 
was assigned, 
group was 
temporary 
Chidambaram 
and Tung 
2005 
Group dispersion 
(-), Group size (-) 
Dispersed vs. 
collocated group, 
small vs. large 
University 
experiment 
Study was not 
in a work 
setting, group 
was assigned, 
group was 
temporary 
Connolly et 
al. 1990 
Anonymity (+), 
Critical 
Confederates (+) 
Groups within 
which members 
are anonymous, 
Groups in which 
a critical 
confederate exists 
University 
experiment 
Study was not 
in a work 
setting, group 
was assigned, 
group was 
temporary 
Ko et al. 2008 Shared 
understanding 
(+) 
Extent of 
similarity in a 
dyad of work 
values, norms, 
Survey of 
ERP 
project 
participants 
Study limited 
to dyads, not a 
true 
representation 
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experience, etc of group 
effects 
Mannecket et 
al. 1998 
Ad-hoc group 
(+), Level of 
Computer 
Support (NS) 
Ad-hoc group 
rather than 
established group, 
Computer-
mediated 
communication 
vs. face to face 
University 
experiment 
Study was not 
in a work 
setting, group 
was assigned 
Marks et al. 
2008 
Group 
identification 
(NS) 
Identification 
with team 
individual is a 
part of 
University 
experiment 
Study was not 
in a work 
setting, group 
was assigned, 
no actual 
interaction 
with others 
takes place 
Nelson and 
Cooprider 
1996 
Mutual influence 
(+), Mutual trust 
(+) 
Ability of subject 
group to affect 
policies and 
decisions of 
another group, 
Expectation of 
subject group that 
another group 
will keep its 
commitments 
Survey This focuses 
on what makes 
a group share 
with another 
group, rather 
than what 
makes an 
individual 
share more 
within a 
particular 
group rather 
than another 
Quigley et al. 
2007 
Dyadic norms 
(+) 
Norms supporting 
knowledge 
sharing in a dyad. 
University 
experiment 
Study was not 
in a work 
setting, study 
limited to 
dyads, group 
was temporary 
Siemsen et al. 
2007 
Group incentives 
(+) 
Perceived group 
benefit for group 
performance 
Analytical 
Model and 
Survey 
Study limited 
to dyads 
Voelpel et al. 
2008 
Medium group 
size (-) 
Groups in the 
100-250 member 
range 
Archival This is a public 
interest group 
and not a 
work-related 
group. 
Watson and 
Hewett 2006 
Knowledge reuse 
(+) 
Group use of 
knowledge from a 
different group 
Survey None 
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Figure 3 Research Model  
 
4.2.1.  Strong Ties 
Sociologists have studied networks for decades and an understanding of them can help 
inform our understanding of work groups participating in a social networking platform.  
Social networks are groups (or communities) of people that exist in both online and 
offline settings.  They can be defined as either formal, such as those dictated by an 
organizational chart, or emergent, such as those found in friendship groups (Monge and 
Contractor 2003).  Social networks are comprised of interacting units that range from 
individuals to organizations, and their relationships are evaluated by numerous measures 
that include strength, stability, and symmetry (Brass 1995).  Among the measures of 
social ties, strength is one of the most frequently mentioned and it is often measured by 
frequency or multiplexity (Monge and Contractor 2003; Granovetter 1973).  Frequency is 
defined as how many times a link occurs between two entities, and multiplexity is 
defined as the extent to which two entities are linked together by more than one 
relationship such as work, friendship, school, and family (Brass 1995).  Strong ties have 
historically been associated with people that regularly communicate and that receive most 
of their critical information from one another (Monge and Contractor 2003).  In 1973 
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Granovetter developed a theory of weak ties (consisting of people with whom only 
occasional contact is made) and through studies found that weak ties are information rich 
and are ideal sources of unique information.  The literature in areas such as Information 
Systems has tended to emphasize the role and benefits of weak ties, likely because of the 
unique capacity of IT to foster such ties.   
Previous research on knowledge management has demonstrated the general effects of 
tie strength on knowledge sharing.  Strong ties are known to be advantageous for high 
levels of reciprocity, frequent resource exchange, and proactive behavior 
(Haythornthwaite 2005), and have been shown to be associated with higher knowledge 
sharing levels in online communities and in organizations (Chiu 2006, He and Wei 2008).  
The concept of tie strength can be applied to differentiate groups in social networking 
platforms.  Some online work-related groups may have strong ties, such as when a group 
is comprised of people who know each other well, while other online groups may have 
weak ties, such as when geographically dispersed people communicate and exchange 
ideas in large forums without necessarily knowing each other.  Because strong ties are 
generally associated with higher levels of knowledge sharing, individuals who share 
knowledge in groups with high tie strength should have higher levels of sharing than 
individuals who share knowledge in groups with low tie strength.  Although weak ties are 
likely drivers of some sharing in social networking platforms, I predict that groups 
characterized by stronger ties will result in greater levels of knowledge contributions.  
Both frequency and multiplexity are potential measures of tie strength in an online 
setting.  Owing to the fact that frequency of interactions is equivalent to contributions in 
this context, frequency would be an inappropriate measure to predict the number of 
contributions.  Furthermore, frequency of interaction is known to overstate the tie 
strength of coworkers (Marsden and Campbell 1984).  Multiplexity is defined as how 
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many relationships tie two actors together (Brass 2005).  Multiplexity is commonly 
assessed in surveys and it is measured by the number of interactions a pair of actors has 
had in different contexts or channels (Friemel 2008).  In an online community supported 
by a social networking platform, multiplexity in a given group can be represented by how 
dense that group is with pairs of individuals that have interacted in outside groups.  I 
predict that individuals in work groups characterized by higher levels of multiplexity-
based tie strength will share more than those participating in work groups with lower 
multiplexity-based tie strength. 
H1. Multiplexity Tie Strength Hypothesis: Individuals who share knowledge in 
groups with high levels of multiplexity-based tie strength will contribute more knowledge 
than individuals in groups with low levels of multiplexity-based tie strength. 
4.2.2.  Knowledge Processes 
Alavi and Leidner (2001) have identified four distinct knowledge processes that are 
affected by IT: knowledge creation, knowledge storage/retrieval, knowledge transfer, and 
knowledge application.  IT is argued to support knowledge creation by combining 
sources, identifying patterns of information, and acting as a learning tool.  IT supports 
storage and retrieval through electronic repositories of individual and group knowledge.  
Knowledge transfer is supported through directories and fast communication channels.  
Lastly, IT supports knowledge application through workflow automation, decision 
support systems, and expert systems.  Knowledge processes are integral to group work 
and are likely to differ across organizational functions.  Groups comprised of engineers, 
for example, are likely to be engaged in knowledge creation processes related to iterating 
on designs for new products.  Groups of customer service representatives, on the other 
hand, are likely to be engaged in knowledge transfer as they share knowledge that is 
useful in supporting customers.   
  71 
The processes that groups use to pursue their purposes have long been considered key 
variables of interest in determining group outcomes (McGrath and Altman 1966).  The 
knowledge process a group pursues in a social networking platform may therefore drive 
an outcome like individual knowledge sharing.  Although any of the four knowledge 
processes identified by Alavi and Leidner could be a salient feature of a work group, this 
discussion will be limited to knowledge creation and knowledge transfer.  One reason for 
this choice is that knowledge application was not a feature supported by the platform in 
this study.  The other reason is that transfer and storage/retrieval processes in a group 
context are difficult to separate conceptually and are treated as one category in this study.  
Groups that are organized for knowledge creation will be characterized by social and 
collaborative processes that result in the creation of new content (Alavi and Leidner 
2001).  Knowledge creation is believed to involve high levels of activity due to the 
intensely iterative nature of knowledge creation (Nonaka and Konno 1998, Alavi and 
Leidner 2001).  Knowledge transfer groups will be characterized by communication 
related to locating and moving perceived useful information (Alavi and Leidner 2001).  A 
distributed group that creates knowledge will need to interact regularly and intensely to 
perform that process, whereas knowledge transfer groups are more likely to locate and 
share information on an as-needed basis.  Individuals participating in a knowledge 
creation group are therefore more likely to contribute knowledge than individuals 
participating in a knowledge transfer group. 
H2. Practice Type Hypothesis: Individuals who share knowledge in groups classified 
as communities of practice will contribute more knowledge than individuals in groups 
classified as networks of practice. 
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4.2.3.  Practice-based Communities 
When an individual participates regularly in a group that shares a task, job, or 
profession, that kind of group is often described as a community of practice or network of 
practice (Brown and Duguid 2001).  Brown and Duguid argue that such practice-based 
groups are key pathways across which knowledge flows in an organization.  
Communities of practice are described as being tightly knit groups in which individuals 
know one another, work together, commonly meet face-to-face, and continually 
coordinate or communicate with one another directly (Wasko and Faraj 2005, p.37).  
Networks of practice are described as being loosely knit and comprised of people who do 
not expect to meet each other face to face, are geographically distributed, and may not 
know each other and yet still are capable of sharing large quantities of knowledge 
(Wasko and Faraj 2005, p.37).  The drivers of knowledge sharing in these two types of 
communities are different, and initiatives to drive knowledge sharing in them have had 
varying levels of success (Wasko and Farj 2005, Pan and Leidner 203, Vaast 2004, 
Bobrow and Walen 2002, Constant et al. 1996, Goodman and Darr 1998). 
Organizations have been characterized as being comprised of many communities of 
practice (Brown and Duguid 2001).  Social networking platforms are similarly composed 
of many tightly knit practice-based groups that can be described as communities of 
practice.  Social networking platforms also support loosely-connected, geographically 
distributed members of practice-based groups that fit the definition of a network of 
practice.  A social networking platform is therefore comprised of many communities of 
practice and networks of practice and this is important because the reasons for 
contributing knowledge in communities of practice and networks of practice have been 
recognized as different (Wasko and Faraj 2005).  Characterizing group as one or the other 
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will be important for understanding why the same person may share more in one group 
type than another. 
 Communities of practice are believed to have high levels of knowledge sharing 
that are related to “strong ties, co-location, demographic similarity, status similarity, and 
a history of prior relationship” (Wasko and Faraj 2005 p 37).  In communities of practice 
social norms of reciprocity emerge that can be enforced through personal interactions and 
these norms motivate knowledge contributions.  Networks of practice are in contrast 
characterized by participants who are generally strangers and there is no assurance that 
reciprocity will take place and no way to enforce reciprocity.  Knowledge contributions 
in networks of practice have been found to be driven by the desire to enhance 
professional reputation, individual beliefs that they have knowledge to share, and the 
number of social ties and individual has (Wasko and Faraj 2005).  Despite the differences 
in what drives knowledge contributions in the two types of groups, there is plenty of 
anecdotal as well as research-based evidence that knowledge contributions take place in 
both.  To my knowledge no one has previously proposed that either a community of 
practice or network of practice is superior for knowledge sharing, but communities of 
practice should be characterized by higher individual levels of knowledge sharing.  I 
argue that few of the knowledge sharing drivers within communities of practice will ever 
be present in networks of practice, while all of the drivers of contributions in networks of 
practice are likely to be present in communities of practice.  Communities of practice will 
therefore have more drivers of knowledge sharing than networks of practice.  It should 
also be noted that tie strength is an important characteristic of communities of practice 
that has previously been argued to be associated with higher levels of knowledge sharing.  
For these reasons I assert that individuals contributing in groups characterized as 
  74 
communities of practice will share more knowledge than individuals contributing in 
groups characterized as networks of practice. 
H3. Knowledge Process Hypothesis: Individuals who share knowledge in groups 
organized for knowledge creation will contribute more knowledge than individuals in 
groups organized for knowledge transfer. 
4.2.4.  Identity Presentation 
Although many group-level factors will be important in determining individual 
knowledge contribution behavior, some behavior will be caused by individual 
differences.  An important stream of research from social psychology that helps to predict 
individual human behavior falls under the term identity theory.  Identity theory is a 
combination of research streams that were developed separately at both the group and 
individual levels of analysis.  Group level identity is termed social identity and refers to 
whether or not a person is part of a social group such as a homemaker, researcher, or 
manager.  The literature related to social identity concerns itself with how a person 
derives a unique self-concept by his or her membership in a set of different social groups 
(Stets and Burke 2000).  Individual identity, on the other hand, refers to the degree to 
which a person feels that they fill a multitude of roles in modern society (Stryker and 
Burke 2000).  In contrast to social identity, individual identity theory emphasizes how 
faithfully a person conforms to activities that epitomize a role.  Further distinguishing 
between the two: “the basis of social identity is in the uniformity of perception and action 
among group members, while the basis of role identity resides in differences in 
perceptions and actions that accompany a role as it relates to counterroles.” (Stets and 
Burke 2000, p 7).  Although research into these areas developed independently, recently 
they have been combined into a coherent view of identity (Stets and Burke 2000, Stryker 
and Burke 2000), and this coherent view is helpful in understanding why people behave 
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differently in online communities.   An important prediction of this theory is that after a 
person adopts a role, they will have beliefs and behaviors that relate to fulfilling that role. 
 Role-related identity has an important impact on behavior.  Identity research has 
shown that people seek out opportunities to communicate and invoke highly embedded 
identities (Stets and Burke 2000).  When a person feels that they have a role, they have a 
mental image of an idealized standard for that role and act in ways to keep their self-
perceptions consistent with that identity standard. The phenomena of seeing oneself in 
terms of a given role by performing relevant behavior is known as self-verification.  The 
need to validate one’s identity has been observed to be a motivational force in getting 
people to communicate in online settings (Donath 1998).  Participants in online 
communities seek to build their reputations in accordance with how they see themselves, 
and they seek for that identity to be recognized by others.  Some ways that participants in 
online communities project identity is by filling out profiles and communicating in ways 
consistent with the identity that they wish to convey to others.  Stryker and Serpe (1982) 
find that the salience of identities can predict the frequency of actions that support those 
identities.   This suggests that in a social networking platform, the more people convey 
about their identities, the more likely they are to be engaged in actions such as 
communication.   In a social networking platform, participants will have profiles 
indicating one or more role-based identities and their salience may be an important 
predictor of actions that include contributing knowledge.  Research on identity theory 
suggests that the presentation of identity to establish reputation plays a key role in 
motivating online discussions and predicting knowledge sharing activity (Donath 1998).  
The presentation of identity through personal profiles as a precursor to activity has been 
shown in recent social networking contexts.  In a study of two interest-oriented 
communities, the use of detailed profiles was shown to have a mediated effect on 
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knowledge sharing (Ma and Agarwal 2007).  This prior work conducted in non-work-
related communities suggests that the use of social networking features that present 
identity (such as filling out a personal profile) will be positively associated with 
knowledge sharing.   
H4. High Identity Presentation High Knowledge Sharing Hypothesis: Individuals 
with high levels of identity presentation will be associated with higher levels of 
knowledge contributions than individuals with low levels of identity presentation. 
4.3.  Setting, Sample, and Variables 
The hypotheses are tested with over three years of data from a work-oriented social 
networking platform.  Archival data was selected in order to get unbiased counts of 
individual knowledge contributions.  Recall of individual behavior has often been found 
to be inaccurate in survey-based research, and individual recall of technology-mediated 
behavior is extremely poor (Bernard et al. 1984).  Using archival data in study avoids 
issues of informant accuracy by giving actual counts of technology-mediated 
communication.  This data source also captures McGrath and Altman’s (1966) 
conceptualization of real groups as those composed of members who have a shared 
history and expectation of future interaction.  Another advantage of this data is that it 
captures behavior in a real work contexts from which generalizations to other work 
contexts may be made.  In the following sections, I will describe the data set and how the 
variables were selected to represent the key constructs in this study.     
4.3.1.  Research Setting and Sample 
The data source selected for this research comes from a social networking platform 
built for the American Accounting Association (AAA).  The AAA is a worldwide 
academic non-profit organization that supports accounting faculty.  The academic 
organization has over 8,000 members who value their association membership because of 
  77 
the organization’s high-quality academic journals and its breadth of meetings, including 
special interest groups, regional, and annual meetings.  In 2006 the AAA identified 
underserved communities in its membership as members who teach at small schools 
without funds for travel and international members who find it difficult to regularly 
attend meetings.  In addition, the Association’s leadership realized the potential for 
intellectual property to evolve over the next decade, and their strategic plan outlined the 
need for developing a platform that could support the transfer of emerging types of IP 
and methods for IP evaluation.    
To better serve these communities and to provide resources for all members wishing 
to share resources and collaborate, a social networking platform was deployed for all 
members in the latter half of 2008.  Data on the use of this platform from 2008 through 
the end of 2011 was made available for this research study.  Registration for the social 
networking platform was automatically made for each member of the organization and 
members were introduced to the social networking platform at various annual meetings 
where they were encouraged to log in and complete their user profiles.  At the end of the 
first eight months of usage approximately 15% of the members (about 1200) had logged 
into the system at least once.  Five hundred seventy-five members made knowledge 
contributions in forum areas, and 313 different forum groups had been formed in the 
platform.  After three years 1023 different members had contributed knowledge and 
created a total of 1053 group forums.  Many of the groups use privacy features that 
prohibit non-members from viewing or contributing to their group content.   
4.3.2.  Operationalization of Key Constructs 
Individual Knowledge Contribution (Dependent Variable).  An individual’s 
knowledge contribution is the outcome variable in this study and evidence of a 
knowledge contribution is captured in two ways in the data set, initial topic posts and 
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structured response posts made in reaction to the initial topic posts.  The forum structure 
in the platform is semi-threaded, meaning that topics within group forums start with an 
initial post and then responses can only be made in reference to the initial post.  This 
differs from a fully-threaded online forum in which people can respond to the initial topic 
post as well as branch off into discussions about other responses.  Initial topic posts are 
made through structured web form templates that encourage many pieces of information 
to be attached to a single contribution.  Forum web form templates allow for the upload 
of file attachments and numerous pieces of additional information such as date and title 
of the post.  Examples of common knowledge posts using the structured form templates 
are research papers, book chapters, and teaching methods.  All post types were 
considered knowledge in this analysis because the format required to make a post was 
very structured not amenable to simplistic posts that occur often in traditional online 
forums.  Appendix A contains several screenshots related to making an initial knowledge 
posting in the platform.  Response posts are discussions of initial topic posts and often 
contain new iterations of the material submitted in the original post.  Response posts 
cannot be made independent of an initial post, and they are made through two fields: a 
discussion area and a file upload box.  Typical use of a response post in this platform 
would be reacting to an initial post that includes a research paper and providing written 
feedback in the discussion box as well as attaching a revised version of the paper.  
Although it is recognized that some of this communication will be more like information 
than knowledge, the response postings are highly focused on a particular knowledge 
posting (and in some cases superior to the original posting such as when contributing 
research paper revisions) and defined as equivalent in this analysis.  The sum of posts 
made in a single group forum by a single individual is represented by the variable 
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TotalPosts in this analysis.   An individual posting in multiple group forums will have 
multiple observations for TotalPosts.  
Multiplexity-Based Tie Strength Variable.   Hypothesis 1 in this research 
addresses the differences in individual knowledge contributions that will take place as a 
result of a group's multiplexity-based tie strength.  Multiplexity refers to the number of 
communication contexts or channels that a dyad employs to communicate (Friemel 
2008).  In a social networking platform, one way to measure the number of channels they 
communicate in is to consider each group forum as a channel.  The more group forums 
that a pair participates in, the higher that pair's multiplexity.  Using this approach to 
measure a dyad's multiplexity allows us to also characterize a group based on the average 
multiplexity of its dyads.  A group with a high percentage of high multiplexity dyads is a 
group with higher tie strength than one with a low percentage of high multiplexity dyads.  
Table 10 shows how the tie strength variable Multiplexity was determined for each group 
by averaging the multiplexity of each pair participating in it. 
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Table 10 Estimation of Multiplexity-based Tie Strength in a Group  
 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
Pair 
Multiplexity 
Pair AB x x x x 4 - 1 = 3 
Pair AC  x  x 2 - 1 = 1 
Pair AD   x x 2 - 1 = 1 
Pair BC  x  x 2 - 1 = 1 
Pair BD   x x 2 - 1 = 1 
Pair CD    x 1 - 1 = 0 
Sum of pair 
multiplexity in 
this group. 
3 (AB) 3 (AB) +  
1 (AC)  +  
1 (BC)  
= 5 
3 (AB) +  
1 (AD) + 
1 (BD) 
=5 
3 (AB) + 
1 (AC) + 
1 (AD) + 
1 (BC) +  
1 (BD) + 
1 (CD)  
=7 
 
Number of pairs 
in this group 
1 3 3 6 
Group 
Multiplexity 
3/1 = 3 5/3 = 1.7 5/3 = 1.7 7/6 = 1.17 
Note: x denotes that each person in a pair of individuals has made a contribution in that 
group. 
 
Table 10 illustrates the multiplexity calculation in a social networking platform 
community in which there are four groups, labeled 1 to 4, four individuals, labeled A 
through D, and six pairs labeled AB through CD.  In Group 1 (column 2), a single pair, 
AB, has made a contribution in that group.  A pair occurs when two people have made a 
contribution in the same group, creating a tie between them.  A group with 3 contributors 
will have 3 pairs, a group with 4 contributors will have 6 pairs, etc.  Group 2 (column 3) 
has three pairs that have made knowledge contributions in that group.  Group 3 (column 
4) also has three pairs in it that have made knowledge contributions.  Lastly, in Group 4, 
six pairs have made knowledge contributions to the group.  To create the group-level 
variable Mutliplexity, the sum of a group's pair multiplexity values are divided by the 
number of pairs in the group.  For example, to calculate multiplexity for Group 1, the first 
thing to consider is how many outside groups the pairs in it have contributed to.  In this 
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case, the pair AB has contributed in three other groups.  That means that they bring a pair 
multiplexity value of three into group one, and that value is divided by the number of 
pairs in that group (one), yielding a mulitplexity value of three.  Following the same 
procedure for Group 3 brings in a summed total of five for its pair multiplexity, divided 
by the number of pairs in the group, which is 3.  Therefore, the group mulitplexity value 
for Group 3 is 1.7.   
Knowledge Process Group Type Variable.  The knowledge processes supported by 
IT are characterized by four types: creation, storage/retrieval, transfer, and application.  
These processes were discussed with the community managers for the social networking 
platform community and two of the processes were salient in the data.  One set of group 
forums were classifiable as dedicated to the process of knowledge creation and members 
in them collaborated to create new knowledge.  An example of such groups is researchers 
collaborating on publications.  The non-knowledge creation groups in this data can be 
classified as performing both storage/retrieval and transfer processes and going forward 
are referred to as knowledge transfer groups.  It is not uncommon in practice or 
conceptually for these processes to overlap significantly.  Storage/retrieval tends to 
emphasize organizational memory, and transfer emphasizes the use of communication 
channels to locate and move needed information.  Groups associated with knowledge 
transfer engage in sharing pre-built content but not in collaborating over its development.  
An example of such content is course material that is shared among educators.  
Knowledge application, the last of the four process types, was not considered a 
knowledge process performed within or supported by the social networking platform.  
Knowledge application is a core feature of specialized knowledge management systems 
such as Microsoft SharePoint in which sophisticated business processes can be created 
and managed.   
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Each group in the social networking platform had selected a descriptor such as 
“Research Working Team” from a list of 27 possible types to designate the group’s 
purpose at the time of the group’s creation.  Administrators for the social networking 
platform were given rubrics to help them categorize the groups based on these 27 types 
into two knowledge process categories as shown in Table 11.  They found that one type 
of group, “Custom Hives” (not shown in the table), was not classifiable and this group 
type was subsequently excluded from the data set.  
Table 11 Platform Group Type to Knowledge Management Process Type 
Mapping 
Knowledge Creation Group Knowledge Transfer Group 
BOD Meeting 
Committee 
Committee activities 
Council meeting 
Event Team 
Research Working Team 
Blog 
Committee permanent 
Communications 
Discussion 
Financial Communications 
Financial Communications-
Private 
Forum 
Honors 
Leader Blog 
Leadership Communications 
Meeting Support 
Partner 
Partner IFRS 
Regulatory initiative 
Research resources 
Submission 
Suggestions 
Teaching Methods 
Teaching Resources 
 
Practice Type Group Variable.  The classification of groups into the two different 
practice types, community of practice and network of practice, was also conducted 
utilizing the 27 different group designations assigned when the groups were created.  
Two administrators for the online social networking platform examined the 27 group 
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designation types using a rubric and assigned the groups to one practice type or another 
as shown in Table 12.  The group “Custom Hives” was again not classifiable and groups 
of this type were excluded from the data set. 
Table 12 Platform Group Type to Practice Type Mapping 
Community of Practice Network of Practice 
BOD Meeting 
Committee 
Committee activities 
Committee permanent 
Financial Communications 
Financial Communications-
Private 
Council meeting 
Event Team 
Research Working Team 
Submission 
Blog 
Communications 
Discussion 
Forum 
Honors 
Leader Blog 
Leadership Communications 
Meeting Support 
Partner 
Partner IFRS 
Regulatory initiative 
Research resources 
Suggestions 
Teaching Methods 
Teaching Resources 
 
Identity Presentation.  Identity presentation can be conveyed in various ways in a 
social networking platform but most directly through profiles.  Ma and Agarwal (2007) 
related the use of personal profiles to different aspects of perceived identity verification.  
Identity is communicated through personal profiles that enable both self-presentation and 
deep profiling.  Self-presentation is defined as how people present themselves online, and 
deep profiling is defined as digital social information that can be used to identify 
individuals.  The AAA platform community data contains 57 optional fields (see Table 
13) that a user can fill out such as the user’s name, gender, classes taught, etc.  Filling out 
these fields is evidence of communication of a person’s identity.  I felt that not all of the 
fields represented attempts to communicate identity, such as zip code, state, and address 
and decided to exclude them from consideration.  Twenty-four of the fields were clearly 
distinguishable as avenues for identity presentation, such as resumes and descriptions of 
  84 
areas of expertise.  Some of these fields were repeated in different forms, and thus I 
concluded that there were actually only 11 different types of fields that could represent 
identity presentation.  Individuals were therefore assigned a value for identity 
representation between one and eleven representing how many types of identity 
presenting fields they filled out.  This value is captured by the variable 
IdentityPresentation.  
Table 13 Profile Fields, Identity Presenting Fields, and Type 
Profile Fields 
Identity Presenting Fields 
and Type 
UserName 
UserId 
UserHash 
Email 
UserCreated 
MostRecentLogin 
About Me 
Address 1 
Address 2 
Address 3 
Cell Phone 
Certifications 
Certifications-Other 
City 
Country 
Degree field 
Degree Other 
Email-alternate 
Email-work 
Employer 
Extension 
Fax 
First name 
Gender 
Graduation year 
Highest degree 
earned 
Home phone 
IM(s) 
Institution 
Last Name 
Middle name 
Name you use 
On the market 
Outside interests 
Photo 
Professional activities 
Rank 
Rank Other 
Research Areas 
Research Areas-Other 
Research Methodology 
Research Methodology-
Other 
Role 
Role Other 
State/Province 
Teaching Areas 
Teaching Areas – Other 
Teaching audience 
Teaching audience, other 
Tenure track 
Title 
Video introduction 
Vita 
Vita – copied here 
Web site 
Work phone 
Work phone country code 
Zip code 
1 - About Me 
2 - Certifications 
2 -  Certifications-Other 
3 -  Degree Field of Study 
3 -  Degree Other 
4 -  Outside Interests 
4 -  Professional Activities 
5 -  Rank 
5 -  Rank Other 
6 -  Research Areas 
6 -  Research Areas – Other 
6 -  Research Methodology 
6 -  Research Methodology 
Other 
7 -  Role 
7 -  Role Other 
8 -  Teaching Areas 
8 -  Teaching Areas other 
8 -  Teaching Audience 
8 -  Teaching Audience other 
9 -  Video intro 
10 -  Vita 
10 -  Vita Copied 
11 -  Web site 
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Control Variables.  Three variables are included in the data analysis as control 
variables: GroupPrivacy, GroupSize, and GroupDuration.  Group Privacy is an 
indication of whether or not a group is open to all registered members of the platform.  
Groups that are private only allow access to platform members invited to participate in a 
group.  This is a distinguishing feature of a work-oriented social networking platform and 
sets it apart from many public platforms in which forum access is open to anyone who 
wishes to register with the platform.  Prior research has suggested that group privacy 
encourages the development of strong ties while open participation groups promote weak 
ties (DeSanctis et al. 2003).  Group size, the count of group contributors, is also 
controlled for.  Prior studies have shown that increases in group size are associated with 
decreases in knowledge sharing (Alnuaimi et al. 2010, Chidambaram and Tung 2005).  
Group duration is the number of days that a group has been active.  This number was 
determined by counting the days between the first and the last time that a contribution 
was made.  This variable is important to control for because the longer a group has been 
active, the more chances there are for an individual to contribute to it.  
Table 14 Summary of Variables Used in Hypothesis Testing 
Construct Variable Description 
Knowledge Contribution TotalPosts Sum of the posts and comments 
made by a specific individual in a 
single group. 
Tie Strength 
Multiplexity 
Multiplexity A continuous variable that is the 
total number of external groups 
that pairs within a group have 
contributed to, divided by the 
total number of pairs in the group. 
Knowledge Process 
Type 
KnCreation Knowledge process type coded 0 
for knowledge transfer and 1 for 
knowledge creation. 
Practice Type COP Groups classified as communities 
of practice are coded with COP 
set to 1, and networks of practice 
with COP set to 0. 
Identity Presentation IdentityPresentation A continuous variable from 0 to 
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11 that counts the number of 
categories of profile fields an 
individual user has filled out. 
Group Privacy GroupPrivacy A binary variable with 0 
representing an open access group 
and 1 representing a group in 
which participation is by 
invitation only. 
Group Size GroupSize A continuous variable that 
captures the number of 
contributors in a group. 
Group Duration GroupDuration A continuous variable indicating 
how many days have passed 
between the first and last 
contribution in a group. 
 
4.4.  Data Analysis and Results 
In order to measure a group's impact on individual behavior, an observation was 
recorded for each individual’s participation within each group.  Conceptually, an 
observation could also be thought of as a membership record within a given group.  An 
individual that contributed to two different groups would be counted as two observations, 
an individual that contributed to three would be counted as three, and so on.  The 
available data set was reduced in several ways.  The data set started with 2,773 
observations that were made up of 22,372 contributions, 641 groups, and 1,023 unique 
individuals.  One individual made nearly 10,000 knowledge contributions in a three year 
period and was considered an extreme outlier and this individual (but not the affected 
groups) was removed from the data set.  The resulting data set was then comprised of 
2,656 observations, 12,604 contributions, 641 groups, and 1022 unique individuals.  
Groups that could not be categorized for knowledge process type or practice type because 
they were registered as “Custom” were also discarded from the analysis.  The resulting 
data set was then comprised of 1,936 observations, 9,528 contributions, 529 groups, and 
814 unique individuals.  Group forums that were private and only involved one person 
were then excluded because the forum was being used as a private document repository 
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and this did not capture any group effects.  The final data set of 1719 observations 
represented 8,394 knowledge contributions across 313 groups and 781 unique 
individuals.  Table 15 displays the means, standard deviations, and correlation 
coefficients of variables used in the analysis.  In terms of correlation, the count of 
knowledge contributions per observation was correlated with most of the predictor 
variables.  This included the two types of classifications resulting from the group 
classification exercise as well as group privacy and group size.  The binary classification 
variables for knowledge process type and practice type were 94% correlated.  Due to the 
extent to which they are confounded only knowledge process type will be tested as a 
factor in the subsequent analysis. 
Initially the analysis of the data set was intended to be run using a mixed model that 
would account for the repeated measurement of the same individual occurring in multiple 
groups, but this was not done for two reasons.  The first is that when measuring the effect 
of individual differences as a predictor of knowledge contributions I found that the p-
value was rounded to one by the procedure, indicating that individual differences 
accounted for no discernable variation in the outcome variable.  Secondly, the individual 
variation in group membership included some subjects that belong to just one group, 
other subjects that belong to many groups, and most subjects not belonging to 
overlapping groups and this created an extreme case of variance that the software would 
not handle.  Because individual effects were not found to be related to knowledge 
contributions, observations are treated as independent and analyzed using an OLS 
regression. 
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4.4.1.  Results 
Table 16 Significant Predictors of Individual Knowledge Contributions 
Variable 
Parameter  
Estimate 
p-value 
Intercept  1.6033 0.0002 
Multiplexity  0.4216 0.0009 
Multiplexity*IdentityPresentation -0.0867 <.0001 
Multiplexity*DaysActive  0.0004 0.0006 
KnCreation*Private 4.4887 <.0001 
KnCreation*DaysActive 0.0167 <.0001 
KnCreation*GroupSize -0.2371 <.0001 
KnCreation*Multiplexity -0.3426 0.0246 
F Value=20.78; Model p-value <.0001 
 
Table 16 reports the results of the data analysis using the SAS stepwise procedure testing 
all main effects and all possible variable interactions with 0.15 as the cut off for entry 
into the model.  The F-statistic for the model shows strong model significance.  The 
parameter estimate for multiplexity-based tie strength is significant and indicates that for 
each additional unit of group multiplexity, the individuals within that group will share 
0.4216 more knowledge contributions on average.  This confirms H1.  Groups organized 
for knowledge creation were hypothesized to share more knowledge than groups 
organized for knowledge transfer.  Individuals in knowledge creation groups share more 
knowledge when the group is also private.  In addition, individuals in knowledge creation 
groups share greater knowledge as the age of the group increases.  Individuals in 
knowledge creation groups share less, however, as group size increases and multiplexity 
increases.  The conditions under which individuals in knowledge creation groups share 
more provide partial support for H3.  Although communities of practice were not tested 
directly in this analysis, they share the same effect as knowledge creation groups and H2 
would be partially supported under the same conditions as H3.  Identity presentation is 
not significantly associated with increasing knowledge contributions as a main effect.  In 
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contrast to its expected effect, identity presentation decreases individual knowledge 
sharing when it increases at the same time that multiplexity increases.  Thus, H4 is not 
supported.   
4.4.2.  Results Using Data Sets Specific to Knowledge Processes 
The variable for knowledge process stands out in the initial analysis because it interacts 
with most of the other variables.  This suggests that there are two populations with 
distinct effects present in the data set, one population for knowledge creation and one for 
knowledge transfer.   The data set was therefore divided into two parts with 548 
observations within knowledge creation groups and 1171 observations within knowledge 
transfer groups.  A stepwise regression was performed on each data set and the results are 
shown in tables 17 and 18.  Table 17 indicates that within knowledge creation groups 
individual knowledge sharing starts at a fairly high level (8.62 contributions per person) 
and either increasing group size or increasing levels of individual identity presentation 
are associated with decreasing amounts of knowledge contributions.  The negative impact 
of increasing group size is enhanced if the group is also private.  The main effect of 
identity presentation on individual knowledge contributions in knowledge creation 
groups is contrary to the effect predicted in H4.  The reducing effects of identity 
presentation or group size on individual contributions are counteracted if both of these 
factors increase simultaneously, which would provide conditional support for H4.  The 
length of time a group is active is positively associated with individual knowledge 
sharing if the group is private.  Within knowledge creation groups there is no discernable 
impact of multiplexity on individual contributions and thus no support for H1.  
Knowledge contributions in knowledge transfer groups are affected by an entirely 
different set of factors and sharing starts at a comparatively low average level of 1.75 
contributions per individual.  Multiplexity-based tie strength is associated with greater 
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levels of knowledge sharing and this effect is enhanced the longer the group is active.  
This supports H1.  Individuals with increasing levels of identity presentation are less 
likely to contribute as multiplexity increases.  H4 is not supported in knowledge transfer 
groups. 
Table 17 Significant Predictors of Knowledge Contributions in Knowledge 
Creation Groups 
Variable 
Parameter  
Estimate 
p-value 
Intercept  8.62 <.0001 
GroupSize -0.47 0.0002 
IdentityPresentation -0.95 0.0034 
GroupSize*IdentityPresentation  0.13 <.0001 
GroupSize*Private -0.30 0.0258 
Private*DaysActive  0.02 <.0001 
n=548; F Value=18.49; Model p-value <.0001 
 
Table 18 Significant Predictors of Knowledge Contributions in Knowledge 
Transfer Groups 
Variable 
Parameter  
Estimate 
p-value 
Intercept  1.7508 <.0001 
Multiplexity  0.4459 <.0001 
Multiplexity*DaysActive  0.0005 <.0001 
Multiplexity*IdentityPresentation -0.1026 <.0001 
n=1171; F Value=25.61; Model p-value <.0001 
 
4.5.  Discussion 
In this study several group-level factors were tested for their impact on individual 
knowledge contribution levels.  Tie strength in the form of multiplexity was overall found 
to be associated with greater levels of knowledge contributions.  This effect was not 
present in knowledge creation groups, however, when the data was separated and 
analyzed based on specific knowledge process types.  Although it is not surprising that tie 
strength is associated with greater knowledge sharing, it is somewhat surprising that 
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individuals in knowledge creation groups weren’t affected by the level of tie strength.  
Whether or not tie strength helps individuals share knowledge, it should be higher in 
knowledge creation groups.  Knowledge creation groups overlap almost entirely with 
communities of practice in this study, and communities of practice are by definition 
considered to be high in tie strength due to the fundamental nature of such groups.  
Nevertheless, the average level of multiplexity in knowledge creation groups was found 
to be much lower (2.23) than the average level of multiplexity in knowledge transfer 
groups (6.66).  The fact that knowledge creation groups are not high in multiplexity-
based tie strength should not be taken as a sign that they do not have tie strength, just that 
they don’t have high levels of that particular type.  Tie strength as defined by Granovetter 
(1973) is comprised of several dimensions and multiplexity is the only dimension that 
could be usefully measured in this archival data set.  One aspect of multiplexity that 
stands out is that it reflects the socialness, or tendency of pairs of individuals to interact.  
As such it also reflects the socialness of individuals and it would be difficult to separate 
the two based on the data available in this study.  As a follow up to the findings related to 
pair-based multiplexity, a separate analysis was run in which individual group 
participation counts were substituted for group multiplexity and the impact of this 
variable is essentially the same as multiplexity. 
Although the overall finding that stronger ties help knowledge contributions is 
expected, this is interesting because social networking platforms are often deployed to 
facilitate knowledge sharing among individuals with weak or even no ties.  The results of 
this study imply that people with weak ties will be less likely to make knowledge 
contributions in a social networking platform, and that those with stronger ties will be the 
more active users and greater beneficiaries of the platform.  Still, in any large distributed 
firm most employees are likely to be strangers to one another.  The association of strong 
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tries with knowledge contributions in this study could mean several things.  One 
possibility is that people with strong ties as a result of pre-existing relationships will 
show evidence of those strong ties when they begin working together using a social 
networking platform.  Another possibility is that people who don't know each other well 
may be transitioning from no ties to weak ties to strong ties as a result of a platform.  At 
this point it remains unknown how tie strength is established prior to it driving 
knowledge contribution levels.  
The type of knowledge process a group engages in was found to greatly impact 
individual knowledge sharing levels, with greater levels occurring in creation groups than 
in transfer groups.  This effect was more apparent when the data set was divided into two 
portions and the intercept estimate was noted.  Beyond this it is interesting to find that the 
dynamics affecting knowledge contributions change depending on the type of group.  In 
knowledge creation groups, increasing group size was associated with less individual 
knowledge sharing.  This trend is commonly witnessed in group studies (Alnuaimi et al. 
2010, Chidambaram and Tung 2005, Voelpel et al. 2008), but it is notable that it did not 
impact knowledge transfer groups.  In a knowledge creation group, it makes sense that a 
highly iterative process of knowledge creation may be hampered by having too many 
people with distinct ideas and opinions.  It can also be the case that in a knowledge 
creation group of increasing size that some members will become bystanders while a 
relative few number of individuals will do the majority of the work.  In knowledge 
transfer groups I did not find any relation between group size and knowledge 
contributions.  A knowledge transfer group is one whose core purpose is enhanced by 
participation and members of these groups may not be affected by increasing group size.  
This distinction is important because it implies that if management limits group size in 
knowledge creation groups it will be beneficial, but if it limits group size in knowledge 
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transfer groups it will not increase knowledge sharing and at the same time it will reduce 
the number of people who can be impacted by that group’s knowledge. 
Another distinction between knowledge creation groups and knowledge transfer 
groups is the impact of privacy.  Privacy impacts individuals in knowledge creation 
groups but not in knowledge transfer groups.  Privacy enhances the negative impact of 
increasing group size, but more importantly it has a positive impact on knowledge 
sharing levels that increases with the passage of time.  This implies that an individual in a 
knowledge creation group is most likely to share to share if a group is small and private.  
Groups characterized in this way are likely to be seen by potential contributors as safe 
contexts in which to explore and develop ideas.  It is rational to find that privacy is not 
beneficial to sharing levels in knowledge transfer groups because excluding potential 
contributors would limit the potential for transfer.  An example of the type of knowledge 
shared in knowledge transfer groups is class lecture material, and contributors in these 
groups would impact less people if the groups were limited to invited participants only. 
 Identity presentation in general appeared to have a negative impact on knowledge 
sharing, indicating that the more people presented about themselves in their profiles the 
less they tended to share.  This is opposite of what has been found in public settings (Ma 
and Agarwal 2007).  One purpose of conducting this research is to see if factors that drive 
behavior in public settings will be in effect in work-related settings.  A thing that 
differentiates the contexts of organizational social networking platforms from those of 
many public websites is the need to get work done as opposed to interacting for the sake 
of intrinsic satisfaction.  Filling out a personal profile in a public website may be a 
conscious effort of self aggrandizing individuals to express identity prior to 
communicating with others, but the dynamics of a work-related context may alter 
expected behaviors.  People may be filling out profiles not because they are self 
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aggrandizing and feel that they want others to be aware of their knowledge, but because 
they are required to do it and it seems like a task that needs to be completed.   Another 
possibility is that self-aggrandizing individuals may find less interaction for interaction’s 
sake in groups focused on getting tasks done.  The results in this study support the idea 
that people with high levels of identity presentation tend to contribute briefly to groups 
and then disappear, exhibiting a low level of commitment to most groups.  Despite this 
general trend, it was found in knowledge creation groups that when group size increased 
that high identity presenting individuals shared more.  High identity presenting 
individuals appear to become highly committed to a group only if there are enough 
people present but are uncommitted if there are few people. 
4.6.  Limitations and Future Research 
Although this study provides evidence of group factors that influence knowledge sharing, 
several things could be done to strengthen the results.  In this study the classification task 
was performed by community managers.  Further evidence of the role of groups in 
determining knowledge contributions could be achieved through a survey of all members 
of the group forums.  Group members could self-report their purpose in participating in a 
given group as well as characterize the perceived relationships among members as being 
more or less like a specific practice type.  A survey of members would also clarify the 
role of tie strength in driving online contributions.   As mentioned previously it is unclear 
if the groups with high tie strength are simply a reflection of existing offline relations or 
if the platform facilitated the formation of strong ties.  The factors tested in the study are 
unlikely to be the only work-related influences that affect groups and others should be 
considered and tested in future studies.  In addition, different organizational contexts 
should also be considered in future studies.  This study looked at participants in an 
academic association that was not their employer.  Future work may consider the 
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differences that result when every member of the work-related community has the same 
employer so that organization-related influences can be controlled for. 
4.7.  Conclusion  
In this study I demonstrated that group factors in an organizational setting can have 
significant influence on individual levels of knowledge contributions.  Specifically, group 
knowledge process type,  group tie strength, group size, group privacy, group age, 
individual identity presentation each contribute to individual levels of knowledge 
contributions.  This study demonstrated a new method for determining tie strength and 
showed that high tie strength was associated with higher levels of knowledge 
contributions.  It also showed that the impact of many group-level factors such as group 
size, group age, and group privacy are contingent on the type of knowledge process that a 
group is engaged in.  The use of archival data to study group-level effects on individual 
behavior is an important feature of this study and differentiates it from other group-level 
studies that have relied primarily on experiments in artificial settings. 
The results of this study provide important guidance for managers.  Generally 
organizations will deploy knowledge management platforms with a hope that members 
will voluntarily share knowledge, but there may not be an awareness of how the 
platforms are used.  This research calls attention to the fact that online groups in a social 
networking platforms do very different things, and that some create knowledge while 
others transfer knowledge.  It calls attention to the fact that some groups are tightly knit 
and are collocated, while others are comprised of individuals distributed across the world 
and who don't know each other well.  The important thing we learn from this is that 
groups really are different in what characterizes them both in terms of inputs and outputs.  
In highlighting these differences, managers and researchers should be directed to place 
greater attention not simply on general knowledge sharing within an organization, but on 
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the type of knowledge they would like to see shared and the types of groups they want to 
see share more.  Managers seeking to enhance knowledge creation processes will need to 
provide small, safe, private spaces within which individuals can share.  Knowledge 
transfer processes will be facilitated by groups comprised of members that can move 
fluidly across many groups.  To encourage emergent use of a social networking platform 
with groups organizing for distinct purposes, individuals will need to be provided with 
customizable group features that they can use to create the necessary conditions for 
effective participation.  
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5. Summary and Conclusions 
The chapters included in this dissertation examine the causes of knowledge contributions 
within work-related social networking platforms used as knowledge management 
systems.  A framework for understanding the three categories of factors relevant to any 
study of knowledge contributions is developed and is used to guide two empirical studies.  
The empirical studies answer separate questions related to the more general question of 
what drives knowledge contributions.  The chapters in this dissertation are each focused 
in the context of work settings.  The analyses are particularly aimed at examining factors 
that may be manipulated by managers to bring about beneficial results. 
5.1.  Summary and Findings 
The first study analyzes the literature base related to knowledge contributions in an effort 
to identify the likely causes of knowledge contributions in a work-related social 
networking platform.  The factors that have been tested are numerous and frequent 
inconsistencies in findings lead to the conclusion that arriving at an answer to the 
research question is difficult.  Over 100 factors have been tested in empirical studies 
within top IS journals, and yet only 31 have been tested more than once.  The 31 factors 
that have been tested more than once have predominantly resulted in mixed findings, with 
17 factors showing inconsistent results.  An analysis of the factor types studied in the 
literature led to a framework suggesting that controlling for three types of factors was 
needed in future studies: Human Factors, Organizational Factors, and Platform Factors. 
The second study explores the specific question: Why do sales people share less in a 
social networking platform?  The study develops an experiment that manipulates 
payment schemes, extrinsic motivation, social motivation, and organizational controls.  
Theory predicated that payment for knowledge sharing should have decreased knowledge 
sharing if the payment was low enough, but the opposite was found, showing that any 
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level of financial incentive for any type of worker will greatly increase knowledge 
contributions.  Payment schemes characterized by piece-rate incentives were found to 
decrease overall levels of knowledge contributions.  Interestingly, social incentives or 
organizational controls each increased knowledge sharing by themselves, but when 
present together the social incentives reinforced the negative aspect of organizational 
control and a decrease in knowledge contributions resulted.  These results collectively 
showed that management needs to be careful about the types and combinations of 
managerial interventions that they impose on the users of their social networking 
platforms. 
The last study targets a gap in the literature where there is a lack of understanding for 
how work-related group factors affect individual knowledge contribution behavior.  A 
model is developed that highlights important group influences.  Hypotheses are tested 
using data from participants in 313 work-related groups from the social networking 
platform for the American Accounting Association.  The analysis indicated that group 
differences drove significant amounts of individual behavior.  The purpose for which 
groups were formed (knowledge creation or transfer) was a determining factor in whether 
contextual variables such as group size, duration, and privacy had an impact on 
knowledge sharing.  This provides evidence that different types of groups will prosper 
only under the right conditions, and organizations will need to be careful to not broadly 
encourage certain conditions like privacy or group size because of the unintended impacts 
these conditions will have.  
Collectively the studies in this dissertation provide new guidance and insight to both 
researchers and practitioners looking to improve knowledge contributions in a knowledge 
management system.  Knowledge contributions will be impacted by human social factors 
both at the individual and interpersonal level through influences such as tie strength.  
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Knowledge contributions will be affected by organizational influences at a high level 
through factors like incentives and at more granular levels such as at the level of the 
work-group.  Platforms and their features are also important as evidenced by the impact 
of social features being enabled or disabled. 
5.2.  Conclusions 
This research has made valuable contributions to the existing body of literature on 
knowledge management, online communities, social networking, and organizational 
control.  The basic premise of this research is that three classes of factors need to be taken 
into consideration and controlled for when studying knowledge contributions in a 
knowledge management system like a social networking platform.  A second contribution 
of this research is demonstrating that low-level financial incentives, contrary to previous 
findings related to crowding theory, do not reduce activity levels.  Even trivial financial 
incentives raise the amount of effort that a worker will put into knowledge sharing.  The 
third main contribution of this research is to show evidence that group-level 
characteristics such as the purpose for which a group forms in a work setting can be a 
critical determinant of individual knowledge contribution behavior. 
The main finding of this research is that organizations have many ways that they can 
affect the levels of knowledge contributions in their knowledge management systems.  
These findings were shown in the data from an experiment involving 850 subjects, and 
the analysis of three years of archival data from an international association.  The studies 
contained in this dissertation set the foundation for a significant amount of future work 
that will clarify the mixed findings of previous knowledge management studies while 
providing organizations with insight into how they can take action to increase knowledge 
sharing in their systems.  
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APPENDIX A  
DETAILS OF FACTORS STUDIED FOR THEIR EFFECTS ON KNOWLEDGE 
SHARING IN CHAPTER 2  
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The following table identifies and elaborates on the factors that have been tested for their 
impact on knowledge sharing.  These factors are derived from 34 empirical studies drawn 
from the 12 top IS journals. The first column contains the factor name.  In cases where 
the same factor was given different names in different studies, the more common term is 
listed first and the name used in the particular study is shown in parentheses.  The second 
column indicates whether the factor was found to be positively, negatively, or non-
significantly associated with making a knowledge contribution.  The column marked 
Suprising? is a subjective assessment of whether this finding is surprising either because 
it contrasts with the theoretical argument made in the study or it opposes common sense.  
The Factor Category indicates whether the way the factor was operationalized would 
cause it to be classified as an organizational factor, a platform factor, or a human factor as 
described by this study.  The rows of factors are organized such that the human factors 
appear first, followed by organizational factors and then platform factors.   The columns 
Categories in Study and Factor Count in Study indicate which types of factors were 
considered in a particular study and how many different factors were tested.  The 
remaining columns are self-explanatory.  One additional convention followed was to 
highlight factors that have been tested more than once by bolding a row if the factor 
directly preceding it or following it tests the same factor in a different study.  The bolded 
rows are italicized if the results across different studies are conflicting. 
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mani
pulati
ng 
social 
status 
and 
perce
ived 
exper
tise 
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per
ceiv
ed 
exp
erti
se  
N
S 
Y H H 4 perceptio
n by 
others 
that a 
person 
has 
expertise 
D sharing 
of 
unique 
knowle
dge 
Experi
ment 
Thom
as-
Hunt 
et al. 
2003 
Contr
olled 
exper
iment 
mani
pulati
ng 
social 
status 
and 
perce
ived 
exper
tise 
perc
eive
d 
iden
tity 
veri
fica
tion 
+ N H H
P 
1
0 
perceived 
confirmat
ion from 
other 
members 
about 
focal 
person's 
belief 
about his 
identities 
D knowle
dge 
contrib
ution 
Survey Ma 
and 
Agar
wal 
2007 
Surve
y of 
two 
onlin
e 
com
munit
ies 
pers
ona
l 
outc
ome 
exp
ecta
tion 
(im
age
) 
N
S 
Y H H
O
P 
1
4 
perceptio
n of 
increase 
in 
positive 
reputatio
n as 
result of 
contributi
ng 
knowledg
e 
I Continu
ing to 
contrib
ute 
knowle
dge 
Survey He 
and 
Wei 
2008 
Intern
ation
al IT 
comp
any 
surve
y 
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pers
ona
l 
outc
ome 
exp
ecta
tion 
(rep
utat
ion) 
+ N H H
O
P 
7 perceptio
n that 
knowledg
e sharing 
enhances 
professio
nal 
reputatio
n 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution 
Volume 
Survey 
and 
archiv
al 
Wask
o and 
Faraj 
2005 
Analy
sis of 
partic
ipatio
n in 
onlin
e 
forum 
for 
US 
legal 
assoc
iation 
pers
ona
l 
outc
ome 
exp
ecta
tion
s 
+ N H H 6 individua
l 
expectati
ons 
including 
gaining 
recogniti
on, 
repsect, 
friends, 
and 
cooperati
on 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
behavio
r 
survey Hsu 
et al. 
2007 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
comm
unitie
s, 
Asian 
pers
ona
l 
outc
ome 
exp
ecta
tion
s 
N
S 
Y H H 8 likely 
conseque
nces of ks 
for 
individua
l 
D Quantit
y of 
Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Chiu 
et al. 
2006 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
comm
unity 
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pros
ocia
l 
orie
ntat
ion 
+ N H H
O 
3 prosocial 
(wanting 
equal 
returns to 
all 
individua
ls) rather 
than pro 
self 
(wanting 
to 
maximize 
individua
l returns) 
orientatio
n 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Experi
ment 
Mark
s et 
al. 
2008 
State
d 
choic
e 
exper
iment 
about 
know
ledge 
sharin
g 
pub
lic-
serv
ice 
+ N H H 2 contributi
ng to 
serve 
others 
D Contrib
uting a 
social 
bookma
rk 
Survey Arakj
i et al. 
2009 
Austr
alian 
consu
ltancy 
firm 
empl
oyees 
reci
pro
cal 
rela
tion
ship
s 
+ N H H
O 
1
0 
Desire to 
have 
ongoing 
relationsh
ip with 
others 
I Explicit 
and 
Implicit 
Shared 
Knowle
dge 
Survey Bock 
et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
Korea
n 
work
ers 
reci
pro
city 
- Y H H
O
P 
7 norm of 
reciproca
tion of 
benefits 
in a 
collective 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution 
Volume 
Survey 
and 
archiv
al 
Wask
o and 
Faraj 
2005 
Analy
sis of 
partic
ipatio
n in 
onlin
e 
forum 
for 
US 
legal 
assoc
iation 
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reci
pro
city 
N
S 
Y H H
O
P 
1
4 
benefit 
expectan
cy of 
future 
request 
for 
knowledg
e as 
result of 
current 
contributi
on 
I Continu
ing to 
contrib
ute 
knowle
dge 
Survey He 
and 
Wei 
2008 
Intern
ation
al IT 
comp
any 
surve
y 
reci
pro
city 
N
S 
Y H H
O 
1
6 
belief 
that 
contributi
ons will 
be 
reciproca
ted in an 
online 
communit
y 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhal
li et 
al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
reci
pro
city 
(ind
ivid
ual 
nor
ms) 
N
S 
Y H H
O 
5 shared 
behavior
al 
expectati
ons that 
develop 
over 
repeated 
interactio
ns. norms 
supportin
g 
knowledg
e 
sharinge 
in a dyad 
measured 
at the 
indivdual 
level 
D Shared 
knowle
dge 
Experi
ment 
Quigl
ey et 
al. 
2007 
Subje
cts in 
exper
iment 
actin
g as 
mana
ger 
dyads 
in 
decisi
on-
makin
g 
simul
ation 
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reci
pro
city 
(nor
m 
of 
reci
pro
city
) 
+ N H H 8 knowledg
e 
exchange
s 
perceived 
as fair 
and 
mutual 
D Quantit
y of 
Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Chiu 
et al. 
2006 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
comm
unity 
reci
pro
city
*pr
osh
arin
g 
nor
ms 
- Y H H
O 
1
6 
    Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
  Kank
anhall
i et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
sam
e 
firm 
+ N H H 3 knowledg
e flow in 
the same 
firm vs. a 
different 
firm 
D knowle
dge 
flow 
Archiv
al data 
analysi
s 
Singh 
2005 
Paten
t 
citati
on 
analy
sis 
sam
e 
regi
on 
+ N H H 3 knowledg
e flow in 
the same 
vs. 
different 
regions 
D knowle
dge 
flow 
Archiv
al data 
analysi
s 
Singh 
2005 
Paten
t 
citati
on 
analy
sis 
self
-
rate
d 
exp
ertis
e 
N
S 
Y H H
O
P 
7 self-
assessme
nt of 
expertise 
in a 
practice 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution 
Volume 
Survey 
and 
archiv
al 
Wask
o and 
Faraj 
2005 
Analy
sis of 
partic
ipatio
n in 
onlin
e 
forum 
for 
US 
legal 
associ
ation 
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self
-
serv
ice 
N
S 
Y H H 2 contributi
ng to 
serve self 
D Contrib
uting a 
social 
bookma
rk 
Survey Arakj
i et al. 
2009 
Surve
y of 
users 
of 
two 
book
marki
ng 
sites 
shar
ed 
lang
uag
e 
N
S 
Y H H 8 shared 
language, 
acronyms
, 
subtleties
, 
assumpti
ons 
D Quantit
y of 
Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Chiu 
et al. 
2006 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
com
munit
y 
sha
red 
und
erst
and
ing 
+ N H H
O 
4 extent of 
similarity 
in a dyad 
of work 
values, 
norms, 
experienc
e, etc. 
D Knowle
dge 
Transfe
r 
Survey Ko et 
al. 
2008 
Surve
y of 
ERP 
proje
ct 
partic
ipants 
sha
red 
und
erst
and
ing 
(sha
red 
visi
on) 
- Y H H 8 shared 
values 
and goals 
D Quantit
y of 
Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Chiu 
et al. 
2006 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
comm
unity 
soci
al 
Inte
ract
ion 
Ties 
+ N H H 8 channels 
for 
informati
on flows 
D Quantit
y of 
Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Chiu 
et al. 
2006 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
com
munit
y 
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soci
al 
isol
ates  
+ Y H H 4 socially 
isolated 
vs. 
socially 
connecte
d person 
D Numbe
r of 
speakin
g turns 
Experi
ment 
Thom
as-
Hunt 
et al. 
2003 
Contr
olled 
exper
iment 
mani
pulati
ng 
social 
status 
and 
percei
ved 
exper
tise 
soci
al 
isol
ates  
+ Y H H 4 socially 
isolated 
vs. 
socially 
connecte
d person 
D sharing 
of 
unique 
knowle
dge 
Experi
ment 
Thom
as-
Hunt 
et al. 
2003 
Contr
olled 
exper
iment 
mani
pulati
ng 
social 
status 
and 
percei
ved 
exper
tise 
soci
al 
rela
tion
ship 
+ N H H
O
P 
1
4 
An 
individua
l's 
perceptio
n of other 
KMS 
users (in 
terms of 
trust, tie 
strength, 
and 
norms) 
I Continu
ing to 
contrib
ute 
knowle
dge 
Survey He 
and 
Wei 
2008 
Intern
ationa
l IT 
comp
any 
surve
y 
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tea
m 
disp
ersi
on 
- N H H
O 
5   I Numbe
r of 
Unique 
ideas 
contrib
uted 
Experi
ment 
Alnua
imi et 
al. 
2010 
Exper
iment 
in 
South
ern 
US 
unive
rsity 
tea
m 
size 
- N H H
O 
5   D Numbe
r of 
Unique 
ideas 
contrib
uted 
Experi
ment 
Alnua
imi et 
al. 
2010 
Exper
iment 
in 
South
ern 
US 
unive
rsity 
tran
sact
ive 
me
mor
y 
syst
em 
+ N H H
P 
8 knowing 
who 
knows 
what 
D Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Choi 
et al. 
2010 
Surve
y of 
teams 
in 
South 
Korea
n 
firms 
trus
t 
N
S 
Y H H 8 expectati
on of 
communit
y 
following 
generally 
accepted 
set of 
values, 
norms, 
and 
principle
s 
D Quantit
y of 
Knowle
dge 
Sharing 
Survey Chiu 
et al. 
2006 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
comm
unity 
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trus
t 
(Ide
ntifi
cati
on-
Bas
ed 
Tru
st) 
+ N H H 6 member 
trust due 
to 
emotiona
l 
interactio
n among 
members 
in VCs 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
behavio
r 
survey Hsu 
et al. 
2007 
Profe
ssion
al 
virtua
l 
comm
unitie
s, 
Asian 
Use
r 
Mot
ivat
ion 
+ N H H
O
P 
6 intrinsic 
and 
extrinsic 
motivatio
n 
D
,I
D 
intentio
n to use 
a new 
commu
nication
, 
collabo
ration, 
and 
coordin
ation 
system 
Survey Malh
otra 
and 
Gallet
ta 
2004 
health 
care 
resear
ch 
center 
Use
r 
Mot
ivat
ion 
+ N H H
O
P 
6 intrinsic 
and 
extrinsic 
motivatio
n 
D
,I
D 
intentio
n to 
continu
e to use 
an 
existing 
commu
nication
, 
collabo
ration, 
and 
coordin
ation 
system 
Survey Malh
otra 
and 
Gallet
ta 
2004 
health 
care 
resear
ch 
center 
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Organization Factors 
adv
anc
eme
nt 
+ N O H
O 
6 rate of 
advance
ment in a 
company 
D frequen
cy of 
knowle
dge 
contrib
ution 
survey Wats
on 
and 
Hewe
tt 
2006 
Globa
l 
know
ledge 
servic
es 
firm 
affil
iati
on 
+ N O H
O 
1
0 
sense of 
togethern
ess in an 
organzati
on 
I Explicit 
and 
Implicit 
Shared 
Knowle
dge 
Survey Bock 
et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
Korea
n 
work
ers 
diff
usio
n of 
resp
onsi
bilit
y 
- N O H
O 
5   D Numbe
r of 
Unique 
ideas 
contrib
uted 
Experi
ment 
Alnua
imi et 
al. 
2010 
Exper
iment 
in 
South
ern 
US 
unive
rsity 
dya
dic 
ince
ntiv
e*d
yadi
c 
nor
m 
+ N O H
O 
5   D Shared 
knowle
dge 
Experi
ment 
Quigl
ey et 
al. 
2007 
Subje
cts in 
exper
iment 
acting 
as 
mana
ger 
dyads 
in 
decisi
on-
maki
ng 
simul
ation 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
- Y O H
O 
1
0 
Monetary 
reward 
or 
promotio
n 
I Explicit 
and 
Implicit 
Shared 
Knowle
dge 
Survey Bock 
et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
Kore
an 
worke
rs 
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extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(Ca
reer 
pro
mot
ion) 
+ N O O
P 
7 reward 
for 
knowledg
e sharing 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Survey Han 
and 
Anant
atmul
a 
2007 
Two 
US 
based 
IT 
profe
ssion
al 
servic
es 
organ
izatio
ns 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(dy
adic 
ince
ntiv
e) 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
5 3 types of 
pay 
incenctiv
es 
(individu
al, 
hybrid, 
or group) 
D Shared 
knowle
dge 
Experi
ment 
Quigl
ey et 
al. 
2007 
Subje
cts in 
exper
iment 
actin
g as 
mana
ger 
dyads 
in 
decisi
on-
makin
g 
simul
ation 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(em
ploy
ees 
per
ceiv
ed 
ben
efits
) 
+ N O O 4 personal 
welfare 
in an 
organizat
ion 
D willing
ness of 
an 
employ
ee to 
contrib
ute to 
electro
nic 
databas
e 
survey Jian 
and 
Jeffri
es 
2006 
sales 
force 
at 
large 
manu
factur
ing 
organ
izatio
n 
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extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(ext
rins
ic 
mot
ivat
ion) 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
4 deriving 
satisfacti
on that is 
independ
ent of the 
activity of 
knowledg
e sharing 
for 
knowledg
e sharing 
D Knowle
dge 
Transfe
r 
Survey Ko et 
al. 
2008 
Surve
y of 
ERP 
proje
ct 
partic
ipants 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(ind
ivid
ual 
ince
ntiv
es) 
+ N O O 2 perceived 
individua
l benefit 
for their 
performa
nce 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Analyt
ical 
Model 
Siems
en et 
al. 
2007 
Surve
y of 
four 
comp
anies 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(org 
rew
ard) 
N
S 
Y O H
O
P 
1
4 
economic 
incentive 
for 
knowledg
e 
contribut
ors 
I Continu
ing to 
contrib
ute 
knowle
dge 
Survey He 
and 
Wei 
2008 
Intern
ation
al IT 
comp
any 
surve
y 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(org
aniz
atio
nal 
rew
ard) 
+ N O H
O 
1
6 
all 
classes of 
organizat
ional 
rewards 
including
money 
and 
promotio
ns 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhal
li et 
al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
extr
insi
c 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
5   D knowle
dge 
sharing 
survey Lin 
2007 
Top 
firms 
in 
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rew
ard 
(org
aniz
atio
nal 
rew
ard
s) 
intentio
ns 
Taiw
an 
extr
insi
c 
rew
ard 
(per
ceiv
ed 
ben
efit) 
+ N O H
O 
3 career 
and 
reputatio
n benefits 
within an 
organizat
ion 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
intentio
ns 
Survey Bordi
a et 
al. 
2006 
Austr
alian 
consu
ltancy 
firm 
emplo
yees 
faci
litat
ing 
con
diti
ons 
+ N O H
O
P 
1
4 
organizat
ional 
training 
and 
resources 
for 
knowledg
e sharing 
D Continu
ing to 
contrib
ute 
knowle
dge 
Survey He 
and 
Wei 
2008 
Intern
ationa
l IT 
comp
any 
surve
y 
faci
litat
ing 
con
diti
ons 
(Tra
inin
g) 
+ N O O
P 
7 technolog
y training 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Survey Han 
and 
Anant
atmul
a 
2007 
Two 
US 
based 
IT 
profe
ssion
al 
servic
es 
organ
izatio
ns 
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fair
ness 
+ N O H
O 
1
0 
perceptio
n that 
organizat
ional 
practices 
are 
equitable 
I Explicit 
and 
Implicit 
Shared 
Knowle
dge 
Survey Bock 
et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
Korea
n 
work
ers 
freq
uent 
inte
ract
ion 
wit
h 
co-
wor
kers 
+ N O O
P 
7   D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Survey Han 
and 
Anant
atmul
a 
2007 
Two 
US 
based 
IT 
profe
ssion
al 
servic
es 
organ
izatio
ns 
gen
eral
ized 
trus
t 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
1
6 
trust in 
how 
organizat
ion 
members 
share 
knowledg
e 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhal
li et 
al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
gen
eral
ized 
trus
t 
(hig
h 
leve
l of 
trus
t) 
+ N O O
P 
7 High 
level of 
trust in 
organizat
ion 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Survey Han 
and 
Anant
atmul
a 
2007 
Two 
US 
based 
IT 
profe
ssion
al 
servic
es 
organ
izatio
ns 
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gen
eral
ized 
trus
t*co
difi
cati
on 
effo
rt 
- N O H
O 
1
6 
  D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
  Kank
anhall
i et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
gro
up 
ince
ntiv
es 
+ N O O 2 perceived 
group 
benefit 
for group 
performa
nce 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Analyt
ical 
Model 
Siems
en et 
al. 
2007 
Analy
tical 
Mode
l 
iden
tific
atio
n 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
1
6 
degree to 
which an 
individua
l 
identifies 
self with 
the 
organizat
ion and 
its values 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhal
li et 
al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
iden
tific
atio
n 
(org
aniz
atio
nal 
iden
tific
atio
n) 
+ N O O 4   D willing
ness of 
an 
employ
ee to 
contrib
ute to 
electro
nic 
databas
e 
survey Jian 
and 
Jeffri
es 
2006 
sales 
force 
at 
large 
manu
factur
ing 
organ
izatio
n 
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iden
tific
atio
n*o
rga
niza
tion
al 
rew
ard 
+ N O H
O 
1
6 
  D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhall
i et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
ima
ge 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
1
6 
reputatio
n 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhall
i et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
inn
ovat
iven
ess 
+ N O H
O 
1
0 
perceptio
n that 
chagne 
and 
creatively 
are 
encourag
ed 
I Explicit 
and 
Implicit 
Shared 
Knowle
dge 
Survey Bock 
et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
Korea
n 
work
ers 
kno
wle
dge 
reus
e 
+ N O H
O 
6 individua
l or group 
using 
knowledg
e by a 
different 
individua
l or group 
in the 
same 
firm 
D frequen
cy of 
knowle
dge 
contrib
ution 
survey Wats
on 
and 
Hewe
tt 
2006 
Globa
l 
know
ledge 
servic
es 
firm 
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kno
wle
dge 
self
-
effi
cac
y 
+ N O H
O 
5 belief 
that 
employee 
can 
contribut
e to 
organizat
ional 
performa
nce by 
sharing 
knowledg
e 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
intentio
ns 
survey Lin 
2007 
Top 
firms 
in 
Taiw
an 
kno
wle
dge 
self
-
effi
cac
y 
+ N O H
O 
1
6 
confidenc
e that an 
individua
l's 
contributi
ons to the 
organizat
ion will 
be valued 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhall
i et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
leve
l 
+ N O H
O 
6 one of 
fivelevels
of 
advance
ment 
D frequen
cy of 
knowle
dge 
contrib
ution 
survey Wats
on 
and 
Hewe
tt 
2006 
Globa
l 
know
ledge 
servic
es 
firm 
loss 
of 
kno
wle
dge 
pow
er 
N
S 
Y O H
O 
1
6 
loss of 
benefits 
an 
individua
l receives 
when 
they give 
up their 
unique 
knowledg
e 
D Knowle
dge 
Contrib
ution to 
EKR 
Survey Kank
anhall
i et al. 
2005 
Surve
y of 
publi
c 
comp
anies 
in 
Singa
pore 
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man
age
rial 
infl
uen
ce 
+ N O H
O
P 
1
4 
perceptio
n that 
managem
etn 
encourag
es 
knowledg
e 
contributi
ons 
I Continu
ing to 
contrib
ute 
knowle
dge 
Survey He 
and 
Wei 
2008 
Intern
ation
al IT 
comp
any 
surve
y 
man
age
rial 
infl
uen
ce 
(em
pha
sis 
of 
kno
wle
dge 
sha
ring
) 
+ N O O
P 
7 emphasis 
by 
organizat
ion on 
knowledg
e sharing 
D knowle
dge 
sharing 
Survey Han 
and 
Anant
atmul
a 
2007 
Two 
US 
based 
IT 
profe
ssion
al 
servic
es 
organ
izatio
ns 
man
age
rial 
infl
uen
ce 
(lea
der'
s 
invo
lve
men
t) 
N
S 
Y O H
O
P 
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APPENDIX D  
TREATMENT ALLOCATION FOR EXPERIMENT IN CHAPTER 3  
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This experiment used a 4x3x2 design to test 24 unique combinations of factors that 
impact knowledge sharing levels.  Participants in the study were assigned to one of 24 
groups.  The factors tested were comprised of 2 levels of social incentives, 3 levels of 
human moderators, and 4 different combinations of compensation type and financial 
incentive.  The following table shows the 24 groups that were created and their 
corresponding treatments. At least 30 subjects were included in each group.  
 
Treatment Levels for groups G1 to G24 
 
Salary 
Salary 
+Payment 
Piece-
Rate 
Piece-
Rate 
+Payment 
No Human 
Moderator  
Social Motivation 
Y  
G1 G7 G13 G19 
Social Motivation 
N 
G2 G8 G14 G20 
Supportive 
Hum Mod. 
Social Motivation 
Y 
G3 G9 G15 G21 
Social Motivation 
N 
G4 G10 G16 G22 
Policing 
Hum Mod 
Social Motivation 
Y 
G5 G11 G17 G23 
Social Motivation 
N 
G6 G12 G18 G24 
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TREATMENTS FOR EXPERIMENT IN CHAPTER 3 
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During the experiment, the participants were asked to view a web page (the treatment 
page) that explains the compensation and rules for study participation.  The experimental 
subject would randomly see one of 24 combinations of written scenarios.  Those 
combinations were created as follows: one type of financial incentive (4 levels), one type 
of human control (3 levels), and one type of social incentive (2 levels).  These levels were 
presented to the subjects as follows: 
 
Compensation Treatment Level 1 – salaried with no financial incentive for 
knowledge sharing: “Using the questions on the individual work task worksheet, you 
will be paid 30 Devil Dollars if you record one or more answers in the large text box on 
the right side of that page.  The amount you are paid does not increase as you put more 
answers in the text box.”  
 “You are encouraged to post items for others in the community knowledge sharing site, 
but you WILL NOT be paid extra for it.” 
 
Compensation Treatment Level 2 -- salaried plus financial incentive for knowledge 
sharing: “Using the questions on the individual work task worksheet, you will be paid 30 
Devil Dollars if you record one or more answers in the large text box on the right side of 
that page.  The amount you are paid does not increase as you put more answers in the text 
box.”  
 “You are encouraged to post items for others in the community knowledge sharing site, 
and you WILL be paid an extra 0.25 Devil Dollars (25 cents) if you post one or more 
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items in the community knowledge sharing site.  This amount does not increase as you 
post more items in the community site.” 
 
Compensation Treatment Level 3 -- piece rate with no financial incentive for 
knowledge sharing: “Using the questions on the individual work task worksheet, you 
will be paid one Devil Dollar for each answer to a question that you record in the large 
text box on the right side of that page.”  
 “You are encouraged to post items for others in the community knowledge sharing site, 
but you WILL NOT be paid extra for it.” 
 
Compensation Treatment Level 4 -- Piece rate plus financial incentive for 
knowledge sharing:  
“Using the questions on the individual work task worksheet, you will be paid one Devil 
Dollar for each answer to a question that you record in the large text box on the right side 
of that page.”  
 “You are encouraged to post items for others in the community knowledge sharing site, 
and you WILL be paid an extra 0.01 Devil Dollars (one cent) for each item you post in 
the community knowledge sharing site.” 
 
Social Features Treatment Level 1 (none): “Other contributors ARE NOT able to 
leave comments on your posted items in the community knowledge sharing site.  If you 
post an item there, other contributors WILL NOT be able to comment on it.”  
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Social Features Treatment Level 2 (social features present): “Other contributors ARE 
able to leave comments on your posted items in the community knowledge sharing site. If 
you post an item there, other contributors WILL be able to comment on it.” 
 
Subjects receiving the Social Features Treatment Level 2 saw commenting enabled and 
page view counts visible in the community website.  At 5, 10, and 15 minutes the 
following activity happened in the knowledge sharing site:  
1. Page view counts that are next to knowledge postings made by the subject (if 
any) were increased by 15 views (making it appear that others were looking at 
their posts). 
2. The most recent contribution they had made (if any) got a positive written 
comment such as “Thanks, that was helpful” at the 5 minute mark, “You post 
good information” at the 10 minute mark, and “You’re better at this than I am” at 
the 15 minute mark.” 
 
Human Control Treatment Level 1 (none): “Items that contributors post in the 
community knowledge sharing site ARE NOT reviewed by the site manager.” 
 
Human Control Treatment Level 2 (supportive moderator): “Items that contributors 
post in the community knowledge sharing site ARE reviewed by the site manager.  If the 
site manager identifies a problem with a posted item, such as being inappropriate, low 
quality, or incorrect, he/she WILL help you fix the problem.  The site manager WILL 
NOT take away any of your earned Devil Dollars.” 
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Human Control Treatment Level 3 (policing moderator): “Items that contributors 
post in the community knowledge sharing site ARE reviewed by the site manager.  If the 
site manager identifies a problem with a posted item, such as being inappropriate, 
offensive, illegal, or confidential, he/she WILL NOT help you fix the problem.  Instead, 
the site manager will remove the posted item with the problem, and WILL take away one 
of your earned Devil Dollars for each posted item that is removed.” 
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APPENDIX F  
MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR EXPERIMENT IN CHAPTER 3  
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“For each choice below, select the statement that best describes the work scenario you 
read:” 
 
Manipulation Checks for Financial Incentives: 
 
- The amount I am paid DOES NOT increase as I put more answers in the 
individual work task worksheet (after the first item) 
- The amount I am paid DOES increase as I put more answers in the individual 
work task worksheet 
 
- I AM paid extra for posting items in the community knowledge sharing site 
- I AM NOT paid extra for posting items in the community knowledge sharing site 
 
Manipulation Check for Social Incentives: 
 
- Other contributors ARE able to leave comments on my posted items in the 
community knowledge sharing site  
- Other contributors ARE NOT able to leave comments on my posted items in the 
community knowledge sharing site  
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Manipulation Check for Human Moderator: 
 
- Items that I post in the community knowledge sharing site ARE NOT reviewed 
by the site manager. 
- Items that I post in the community knowledge sharing site ARE reviewed by a 
site manager.  If the site manager identifies a problem with a posted item, such as 
being inappropriate, low quality, or incorrect, he/she WILL help me fix the 
problem.  The site manager WILL NOT take away any of my earned Devil 
Dollars. 
- Items that I post in the community knowledge sharing site ARE reviewed by a 
site manager.  If the site manager identifies a problem with a posted item, such as 
being inappropriate, offensive, illegal, or confidential, he/she WILL NOT help 
me fix the problem.  Instead, the site manager will remove the posted item with 
the problem, and WILL take away one of my earned Devil Dollars for each 
posted item that is removed. 
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APPENDIX G  
SEQUENCE OF PAGES AS SEEN DURING EXPERIMENT IN CHAPTER 3 
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APPENDIX H  
SCRIPT FOR EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES IN CHAPTER 3 
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1. At start of each session read slide 1 of slide deck. 
 
2. Read slide 2,3 
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3. Read Script 1 (below) 
Script 1. “You will fill out a profile for the community site” [Fill in Degan, 
Kettles, 36, Male, Information Systems]. 
“You will read compensation information about the individual work task.” [go to 
next page] 
“You will read a situation about the community knowledge sharing website.” [go 
to next page] 
“You will get a quiz to see if you remember the compensation and situation 
information you just read.  If you don’t, you’ll have to read that information 
again” [go to next page] 
 
“Here is the individual work task you will be doing. On the left is a list of 
categories: Financial Questions, Technology Questions, History Questions, 
Biology Questions, People Questions.” [scroll page and point out category 
headings]. 
  188 
“Under Financial Questions I see the question: What is the stock exchange 
symbol for each of the following companies? If I select Exxon from this list, and 
type into a search engine ‘Exxon stock exchange symbol’[do task on google] , I 
see one place this answer is at is answers.com. I go there and see the answer is 
XOM. I write in my Worksheet ‘Exxon is XOM’. [do task.]  Any questions about 
the individual work task?” 
 
“I may think that I now know something that will help others.  I can click on the 
link for the community knowledge sharing site [point and click]. I see Financial 
Questions is a category.  I click on it. I make a make a post to the community 
[post is ‘Title for your contribution’, ‘Contribution in the form of an answer to a 
question or the source for an answer’].  You can type in answers or sources of 
answers, whatever you think will help others.  Any questions about the 
community knowledge sharing site? [take any questions]. Also, I can click on the 
link of the person’s name who submitted this brilliant post and see their profile 
[clicks].” 
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Read slide 4 
 
4. Wait for everyone to pass check. 
5. Click Timer Start in knowledge.divinememory.com/dadmin 
6. Show slide 5. Say “You have 20 minutes to spend your time however you like 
on the individual work task and the community knowledge sharing site. This 
is the start code, 4321.  ” 
 
7. After 20 minutes, Say “Time is up.  Please count how many individual work 
items you completed” [30 seconds wait]. Ask “Does everyone have a count of 
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their work items? Click on the community site link, then click on the exit 
survey link in the navigation bar.”  
8. Show slide 6. 
 
9. “Please fill out the survey.  The first item is how many scavenger hunt items 
you got.” 
10. Show slide 7. “Section III looks a little long in the survey, let me tell you real 
quick how to answer it.  If you had points being awarded to you and another 
person, which situation do you like best, A, B, or C.  “A” says you get 500 
and they get 100 (a big discrepency), B has it split even, and C has you getting 
550, the highest amount in the options, while the other gets 300.  There is no 
right or wrong answer, just pick which point spread you like the best. Answer 
this point spread question 9 times.” 
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11. Read Debriefing Script 2 (below). 
Script 2: “Thank you for participating in this study.  The motivation behind this 
study is that organizations are interested in why some employees share knowledge 
in their private social networking websites and why some don’t.  Two examples 
of these are Cisco and Deloitte, who have huge communities for their 
organizations, but some groups of employees don’t seem to share information 
about their jobs.  
 
The task you performed was of secondary interest to the level of knowledge 
sharing that you did in the community. In this study, each of you read scenarios 
that described different types of pay, social website features, and the possibility of 
having your content monitored by a human being.  At this point I will disclose 
two items that you were not informed of at the beginning.  The first is that the 
postings you saw showing up in the community forum were not entered by 
students but rather by the computer, that way the amount of knowledge entered in 
was limited to a small quantity and you wouldn’t feel that all of the useful 
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information had already been posted.  The other item to disclose is that although 
the written scenario said that a human being would review your contributions for 
quality, that was not the case.  The reason for saying this was to determine if an 
awareness of the potential review of your knowledge contributions by a manager 
would affect the likelihood of sharing knowledge.  This is question important to 
business research.  Are there any questions I can answer at this time about 
anything related to the study? 
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